





November 1996 

















75 - %0 b024 
































e 
- 
wal 
or 
= > 
= 


















Arizona State Office 
222 North Central Avenue 
Phoenix, AZ 85004-2203 


Thank you for your interest and participation m the evaluation of the proposed Hualspai Mountams land 
exchange. Eaciosed is the final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) to provide you with information 
concerning the lands and resources potentially affected by the proposed exchange. A total of 21 comment letters 
were received on the draft EIS. | invite you to review this FEIS and provide comments. 


Changes have been made t the EJS, based on the comments received, including additional data and making 
corrections to the draft. The equal appraised value alternative has been added to show the BLM’s preferred ~vay 
of equalizing values for the proposed exchange. Chapter 6 has been added to document the comment letters 
received om the draft EIS and the BLM’s responses. 


The 30-day comment pend for this final EIS ends on 


Comments received during this 30-day period will be commidered in preparing the record of decision, which will 
document which lands would be exchanged, if any, and the rationale for the decision. Send comments to the 
BLM Kingman Field Office, 2475 Beverly Avenue, Kingman, AZ 86401. 


The BLM’s planning process includes an opportunity for administrative ceview via a plan protest to the BLM 
Director. This plan protest procedure is only applicable to the proposed pian amendment. 


The 30-day protest penod ends on 


The protest must specifically address the proposal to categorize certair. parcels as svailable for disposal (Appendix 
A, Part 2 of the enclosed final EIS). These parcels were not determined to be disposal lands when the Kingman 
Resource Management Pian (RMP) was approved in March 1995. Currently, no decision has been made on the 
overall exchange, so the exchange itself cannot be protested. Only the proposal to amend the Kingman RMP to 
place parcels (Appendix A, Part 2 of the enclosed final EIS) into the disposal category can be protested. 


To protest the propoved plan amendment, file a letter of protest with: 


Director, Bureau of Land Management 
Attention: Ms. Brenda Williams, Protests Coordinator 
WO-210/LS-1075 
Department of the Intevior 
Washington, DC 20240 





The overnight mail address is: 


Director, Brresu of Land Management 
Attention: Ms. Brenda Williams, Protests Coordinator (WO-210) 
1620 L Street NW, Room 1075 


Washington, DC 20036 














To expedite consideration, im addition to the original sent by mail or overnight mail, a copy of the protest may 
be sent by fax to (202) 452-5112 or e-mail to biesdigene@Pwo, him. gov. 


WO-210 will immediately acknowledge receipt of the protest and fax/e-mail a copy to the appropriate BLM State 
Director and the assigned field support staff. 


Protests filed late or filed with the BLM State Director or district, field or area manager shail be rejected by the 
BLM Washington Office (WO-210). 


At minimum, the letter of protest must contain the following information. 
1. The name, mailing address, telephone number and interest of the person filing the protest. 
2. A statement of which parcel or parcels (by township, range and section) are being protested. 


3. A copy of each document addressing the parcels proposed to be categorized as disposal lands, such as letters 


4. A statement of reasons why the BLM State Director’s proposed decision to piace the lands in the disposal 
categcry is believed to be incorrect. All relevent facts need to be included in the statement of reasons. These 
facts, reasons and documentation are very important to understand the protest rather than merely expresung 


For further assistance, please contact Don McClure, Project Leader, at the SLM Kingman Field Office, (520) 
692-4400. Your interest and participation are greatly appreciated. 





Enclosure (1) 
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Eaviroamental kapact Statement/Plan Amendment 


Hvalapai Mountain Land Exchange, Mohave County, Arizona 
Bureau of Land Management, Kingman Field Office 


BLM/AZ/PL/99/004 


U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management 


State of Arizona 
Arizona Game and Fish Department 


Mohave County, in northwest Anzona, is approximately nine percent private land. One of 
the major private landowners, the Santa Fe Pacific Railroad Company, has contracted with 
Ironhorse Investors, Inc. by its manager, Ben Brooks and Associates, Inc. (hereafter 
referred to as the proponents) to sell approximately 150,000 acres in the Hualapa 
Mountains and Dutch Fiat areas south and southwest of Kingman, Arizona. The proponents 
have proposed a land exchange with the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). This 
environmental impact statement (EIS) documents the analyas of potential impacts of the 
proposed Hualapai Mountain Land Exchange/Pian Amendment. The proposed action 
consists of two connected actions: a plan amendment and a land exchange. The pian 
amendment is necessary because approximately 10,000 acres selected by the propunents 
were not identified for disposal in the approved Kingman Resource Management Plan 
(RMP) by townsiup, range and section. Through the land exchange process, the BLM 
seeks to acquire lands to facilitate long-term natural resource management. The proponents 
seek to acquire lands to enhance land sales and subsequent development. The BLM's 
preferred alternative is the equal appraised value. 
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Summary 


Overview 


Mohave County, in northwest Anzona, is 
approximately nine percent private land. One of the 
major private landowners, the Siata Fe Pacific 
Railroad Company, has contracted with Ironhorse 
Investors, Inc. by its manager, Ben Brooks and 
Associates, Inc. (hereafter referred to as the 
proponents) to sell approximately 150,000 acres in the 
Hualapas Mountains and Dutch Flat areas south and 
southwest of Kingman, Anzona. The proponents have 
proposed a lend exchange with the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM). 

This fimal environmental impact statement (FEIS) 
documents the analysis of potential impacts of the 
proposed Hualapai Mountains Land Exchange/Plan 
Amendment. 

The proposed action consists of two connected 
actions: a plen amendment and a land exchange. The 
plan amendment is necessary because approximately 
10,000 acres selected by the proponents were not 
identified for disposal in the approved Kingman RMP 
(1995S) by townsiup, :ange and section. Through the 
land exchange, the BLM seeks to acquire lands to 
facilitate lomg-term natural resource management. The 
proponents seek to acquire lands to enhance land sales 
and subsequent development. 

The lamd owned by the proponents is intermingled 
with public lands managed by the BLM. The BLM 
land use plan for the area -- the Kingman RMF - calls 
for consolidating ownership to facilitate management 
of natural resources. This land use pian is a long-term 
planming document for approximately 2.4 million 
acres of public lands. 


issues 


The issues are those of land sales and subsequent 
etc., and management of natural resources for the 
present and long-term. The sales and development 
could occur in a dispersed area covering potentially 
500 square males with intermingled public lands, or 
the sales and development area could be within 
approximately 200 square mules of blocked private 
ownersiup. 

The issue of land ownersiup pattern is just the 
surface of the story that bears telling. A variety of 
concems surrounds the proposed land exchange. 


People will be affected by this exchange, as the 
exchange area contains 10 ranches. There will be an 
eff ct on how county services are provided and on 
how growth will occur in this area. People who use 
other recreation activities will be affected. Wildlife in 
the area will be affected by development and the 
pattern of development. Wildlife issues center on 
term conservation of endangered species, big game 


_ end other ammais would be affected. 


The decision on whether to exchange land will 
affect up to 10 ranchers in the area. Comcerns range 
from ranching being a viable business to the effects on 
cattle numbers and range developments such as wells, 
corrals, fences, etc. 

The effect on services provided by Mohave 
County, such as fire, law enforcement and education, 
is of concern. Whether the developer should set up an 
improvement district or write am area plen is an issue 
of Mobeve County development policies. The 
developer is within the guidance prescribed by the 
General Plan for Mohave County (Marsch 1995). 

The proposed action anc equal appraised value 
alternatives, in conjunction with other ongoing land 
exchanges as well as other land development in 
Mohave County, will affect water 1.:sources im the 
exchamge area. Surface runoff, sediment load and 
groundwater use will increase in the Secramento :nd 
Hualapa: valleys at a faster rate than under the nv 
action alternative; this is because blocking p private 
lands will accelerste readential developmen: as 
compared to the current checkerboard land pattern. In 
particular, groundwater use in the Sacramento Valley 
will increase substantially, primarily as a result of 
residential development in Dutch Flat and Golden 
Valley. Watershed condition will remain essentially 
unchanged on blocked-up public lands because these 
lands will not undergo remdential development. 

The results of a sample (20-percent) survey 
confirmed expectations of low cultural resource 
potential om the selected/public lands. Nine 
identified. Under the proposed action, ali 16 
properties would be negatively impacted by 
transferring out of federal ownersiup. Under the equal 
be negatively impacted by transfer and the other 
cultural resource properties would be retaimed by the 
BLM. Under the no action alternative, ail cultural 
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properties would continue to be managed in 
accordance with federal laws and BLM policies and 
would remain in fedecai ownershup. 


Changes made between 
the draft and final EIS 


Tas draft EIS stated: “Since the exchange will be 
done on an equal-value basis, the acreage of 
offered/private or selected/public lands may change. 
The value shall be based on market value as 
determuned by appraisals. The actual acreage 
exchanged will be based on the appraisal and resource 
information.” 

In the final EIS, the equal appraised vaiue 
alternative has been added to present the BLM’s 
preferred method of equalizing values. The record of 
decision will document what lands are to be 
exchanged, if any, and the rationale for the decision. 

In addition, a description of floodplains has been 
added (Chapter 3) end the effects on the floodplains 
due to the exchange have been explained (Chapter 4). 


The resuits of the ranching study completed by the 


University of Arizona (UofA) are in Chapter 4. 





Conclusions 


Natural resource management would be 
accomplished under esther a consolidated or dispersed 
ownership pattern. What would change are the issues 
to be resolved in the future. 

In a checkerboard ownership pattern, the natural 
resource issues would be, for example, wildlife 
movement over a dispersed area, resolving trespass 
situations, working on fire suppression strategies, 
processing rights-of-ways for roads, utilities, etc. 
as wildlife habitat enhancements and studies, resolving 
trespass situations, working on a prescribed fire 
program and processing fewer rights-of-ways, for 
example. The point is that natural resource 
management in a checkerboard ownership pattern is 
based on a reaction to a proposal for facilities or other 
uses that serve development of the private lands. 
Under blocked ownersiup, natural resources would be 
managed more to conserve them for people to use for 
long-term enjoyment of ofan space, wildlife, 

Whether or not the land should be sold is not the 
issue — 150,000 acres im privete ownership will be 
sold. Infringement on private property rights is not an 
option — the options are land subdivision and 
development over a broad area or land subdivision and 
development in a concentrated area. 
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Chapter 1 -- Purpose and need 


introduction 


The Santa Fe Pacific Railroad has contracted with 
Ironhorse Investors, Inc. by its manager, Ben Brooks 
and Associates, Inc. (herea‘ter referred to as the 
proponents) to sell approximately 150,000 acres in the 
Hualapa: Mountains and Dutch Fiat areas south and 
southwest of Kingman, Anzona. The proponents have 
proposed a land exchange with the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM). 

The exchange area has a mixed (checkerboard) 
ownership pattern as a result of an 1860s policy of 
granting the railroad odd-numbered sections of land 
for each male of railroad built. It was recognized that 
land sales and subsequent development would take 
place within the intermingled owr-rship area or 
checkerboard lands regardless of the exchange. 

This environmental impact statement (EIS) is 
beamg preqnreci to determine the impacts to the human 
environmca caused by both the proposed action and 
no action alternatives. 
at the BLM Kingman Field Office, 2475 Beverly 
Avenue, Kingman, Arizona (520) 692-4400 or at the 
BLM Arizona State Office, 222 North Central 
Avenue, Phoenix, Arizona (602) 417-9200. 

— Mineral Potential Report, Hualapai Mountains 
Land Exchange: Lands Involved (1997), 

— Biological Report, Hualapai Mountain Land 
Exchange (1998), 

~ Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (1998), 
-~ Groundwater Resource Evaluation (1997), 

— An Assesement of Impacts to Existing Roads 
(1998) and 

— Hualapa:s Mountains Land Exchange: Effects on 
Ranching and Provision of Public Services in Mohave 
County (1998). 


Purpose of the proposed 
land ex shange 


The purpose of the exchange is to implement land 
Management Plan (RMP) (BLM 1995). This is in 





accordance with the Federal Land Policy and 

Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976, sections 102 
(a\(1), 205 (6) and 206 as amended by the Federal 
Land Exchange Facilitation Act (FLEFA) of 1988. 


Need for the proposed 
land exchange 


Blocking up public and private land ownership is 
needed to facilitate long-term management of xatural 
resources -- especially in the Hualapai Mountains and 
associated foothills -- and to provide for efficient sales 
and development of privately owned parcels within the 
Dutch Flat and Antares areas. 


Decisions to be made 


The BLM must decide whether to approve the 
plan amendment of the Kingman RMP and whether to 
approve the land exchange as sts sed in the proposed 
action or the equal appraised value alternative or to 
select the no action alternative. 


Conformance with ‘he 
resource management plan 


The offered/private lands were eather listed for 
acquisition in the RMP or acquisition of these lands is 
consistent with the decisions made in the land use plan 
and, therefore, in conformance with the plan (43 CFR 
1601.0-5 [b]) (Appendix A, Part 1). 

A portion of the selected/public lands proposed to 
gO intc private is not in conformance with the 
approved Kingman RMP because approximately 
10.000 acres selected by the proponents were not 
identified for disposal in the RMP by township, range 
and section. Appendix A, Part 2 lists the lands that 

According to the regulations at 43 CFR 1600, an 
RMP amendment is used to consider a proposal or 
action that is not in conformance with the plan, but 
warrants further consideration before the pian is 
revised. 
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Chapter { — Purpose and need far the action 
Planning issues and 
criteria for the proposed 
amendment 


The parcels subject to the plan amendment 
procedures (43 CFR 1600) are fully described in 
Appendix A, Part 2. The description includes their 
in this amendment process to be land tenure, special 
area designations and wildlife habstat/threatened or 
a fully described in the Kingman 


ag 
amendment are in the White-Margined Penstemon 
Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC). 
The boundary of the ACEC will not change but the 
acreage of designated ACEC lands will. The language 
acres within the boundary and not the boundary iteslf. 
The proposed change in the acreage of the ACEC 


into public ownership. The 1,800 acres would lose its 
ACEC designation while the 3,950 acres would be 
designated part of the ACEC. 


Relationship with other 
regulations, statutes and 
plans 


Preparation of this document complies with the 
National Envircamental Policy Act (NEPA) and the 
regulations issued by the Council on Environmental 
Quality (CEQ) (40 CFR 1500). The proposed 
exchange conforms with FLPMA Section 206, as 
amended. 
of federal !ands in general are provided by FLPMA 
sections 203 and 205. The BLM is authorized to 
complete land exchanges under FLPMA Section 206, 
as amended by FLEFA only after a determination is 
made that the pubirc interest will be served. 
authorized BLM officer shail give full consideration to 
the opportunity to better manage federal lands, 
meeting the needs of state and local ressdents and their 
Objectives include, but are not limited to, protecting 
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fish and wildiyZe habstat, cultural resources, 
watersheds and wilderness and aesthetic values, 
consolidating lands aud/or interest in lands, i.c., 
muneral and tumber interests, for more logical and 
efficient management and development, consolidating 
split estates, expanding vommumsties, accommodating 
and fulfilling public needs in accordance with 43 CFR 
2200.0-6(b). Processing the exchange will be done in 
conformance with FLEFA and the regulations set forth 
in 43 CFR 2200. 
process by which the monetary values of the exchange 
lands were calculated are found at 43 CFR 2201.3-4 
and in the Uriform Appraisal Standards for Federal 
Land Acquisitions. The provisions of theses rules and 
regulations shail ensure that the same nationally 
approved standards are used in appraising lands or 
interert theren being acquired by or transferred out of 
feders] ownership. 

If lands are acquired by the BLM through this 
exchange, they will be admamistered under the 
guidence provided in the Kingman RMP. 


Scoping summary 


Scoping is the determination of what issuss are to 
be analyzed for a proposed actica. Issues come from 
the BLM orgamization. To determine issues for this 
project, notices and articles were published ix the 
newspaper, and letters nutified interested parties of 
held with interesied groups. From these sources, the 
following issues were determined to apply to the 
proposed echange. 


Ranching 

The effect on cach raech in the exchange area will 
be determmed. Analysis will include changes in 
permet admamstration, contimuatior. of grazing on the 
selected/public and offered/private laads and 
compensation for range developments. 


Water resources 

Chapter 3 provides a general description of all 
and ponds and associated water rights/well permuts. 
Contanued use of water for grazing and wildlife is 
analyzed in Chapter 4. 














Chapter 1 — Purpose and need for the action 


Riparian areas and desert washes (surface water) — 
Hiberma Canyon and Blue Tank Wash would be 
involved in the exchange. These areas will be 
analyzed to determine how public acquisition would 
affect wildlife movement, forage and cover. 


Socioeconomics 

The effect on the county tax base and county 
services will be determined. This will include the 
effect on the school and fire department in the 
community of Yucca. 


Biological resources 

”« » “life species (desert tortoise, mule deer, 
G was: l, Hualapa: Mexican vole and Mexican 
s. sd owl) and one plant species (white-margined 
pe *- ,eve selected for analysis. 

Pronghorn and other species will also be 
considered but not to the level of detailed analysis. 
The long-term effect on overall management of the 
three ACECs will be determined. 

A separate technical biologica! report (BLM 1997) 
was prepared for this EIS. 


Riparian 

Ia Anzona, ‘iperian areas are considered to be the 
most threatened natural pliant comununity. Changes in 
uwnership of npanan habitat will be presented. 


Areas of critical environmental 


coacem (ACECs) 

Within the exchange area are the Hualapa 
Mountains Research Natural Area/ACEC, McCracken 
Desert Tortoise Habitat ACEC and the White- 
Margined Penstemon Reserve ACEC. The acreage to 
become public will be presented as weil as any acreage 
leaving public ownership. The effect on management 
of the resources for which the ACECs were designated 
will be analyzed. 


Recreation opportunities/access 

Public access will be analyzed on both the 
selected/public and offered/private lends. The issu is 
whether public access will be changed or lost in any 
areas Uns to the exchange. 


Realty 
The effect on cucrent nghis-of-way, recreation 
conn dors and overall land tenuze adjustments will be 





determined. The issue of rond nghts-of-way necessary 
for Mohave County business will be analyzed. 


Cultural resources 
A determmnation of the long-term effect on 
cultural resource management will be made. 


Mineral resources 
Management of and access to mineral resources 
for long-term public use will be evaluated. 


Soil erosion potential 

The potential for soal loses under the proposed 
action (consolidated development), equal appraised 
value and no action (dispersed development) 
alternatives will be discussed. 


Floodpiains 

Floodplains were not :dentified as an issue during 
County Flood Control Engineer, the BLM decided to 
include the location of floodplains on the offered/ 
private and selected/pubiic lands. 


Issues beyond the scope 
of the EIS or eliminated 
from further consideration 


process, are considered to be beyond the scope of this 
EIS. They are issues concerning development, which 
is nox dependent on the exchange. 

— What will be the ultimate popuiation of developed 
lands? 

— Who will manta Alamo Road? Alamo Road is 
currently maintained by Mohave Cor’ ~d no 
change in this maintenance respons i i‘ét A’ 
proposed. Therefors, this is nots. © © © 0. 
analyzed in this document. 

- Ave there plans for industrial deveiopment along 
Alamo Road? No such plans have been submutted to 
the BLM. 

— Is it poemble for the county to get revenue 
(surcharge) from the sale of each parcel? 

— An area pian should Se written by tho developer. 
Aa area plan as preecnbed by Mohave County would 
modify tae Mohave County General Plan. The 
Mohave County Board of Supervisors has directed 
Planning and Zoning ‘o prepare a Dutch Fiat area 
pian. 
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List of abbreviations used 
in this document 


ACEC — area of critical enviscamentel concer 

ADEQ — Anzona Department of Environmental 
Quality 

ADWR -— Arizona Department of Water Resources 

AGFD — Arizona Game and Fish Department 

AUM — animal unit per month 

bgs — below ground surface 

BLM — Bureau of Land Management 

CEQ — Council on Enviroamental Quality 

CFR — Code of Federal Regulations 

CYL — cattle year-long 

EIS — environmental impact statement 

EPA — Environmental Protection Agency 

FLEFA — Federal Land Exchange Facilitation Act of 
1988 


FLPMA — Federal Land Policy and Management Act 
of 1976 

FR -- Federal Register 

gpm — gellons per munete 

ing/i — milligrams per liter 

NEPA — National Environ nental Policy Act 

NOI — Notice of intent 


U.S.C. — United States Cade 
USFWS — U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
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Chapter 2 -- Alternatives including the 


proposed action 


Proposed action 


The proposed action alternative is to exchange 
approximately 70,000 acres of offered/private lands — 
including muneral nghts — for approximately 68,000 





& property owners association for road mamétenance. 
Easements for roads, utilities and associated uses will 
be mamtamed along section lines and withm the 
section as needed for access according to parcel size. 
The roads will be constructed by the developer and 


acres of selected/public lands -- including mineral 
rights — (Appendix B and mags | and 2) near 
Kingman, Anzona. This area includes portions of 
Dutch Flat and the Hualapa: and McCracken 
mountains. The BLM would acquire lands mostly 
within the Hualapai and McCrecken mountains or 
foothills while the proponents would acquire lands in 
the Dutch Flat and Antares areas. 

On Map 1, the lands shown in green would -ome 
into public ownership and the lands in red and salmon 
pink could go into private ownership. Each full 
square on the map is approximately 640 acres. Map 2 
shows approximately 10,000 acres in red und salmon 
punk that could to go into private ownership. Since 
the offered/private and selected/public lands are of 


Equal appraised value 


was developed using s combination of the appraised 
has 8,900 fewer acres of selected/public lands than the 
proposed action. The offered lands are the same as 
those presented in the proposed action. 

The difference between the selected/pubiic lands 
shown on maps | and 2 for the Hualapsi Mountains/ 
Dutch Fiat and Antares areas, respectively. The 
selected/public lands that would not be transfen<d to 





unequal value, adjustments would need to be made to private ownership are shown .2 salmon pink. 
the selected/public lands side of the package, this is, In the Dutch Fiat area, the selected lands to be 
selected/public lands would have to be dropped from retained in public ownership are: 


the exchange. Adjustments would be documented in T. 16 N., R. 16 W., sec. 16, 


the record of decision. T. 16.N., R. 18 W., sec. 16, N%, 
T. 17N., R. 17 W., sec. 30, 
Future foreseeable actions T. 18N., R. 17 W., sec. 30 and 
T. 18 N., R. 18 W., sec. 36. 
Oftered/private lands In the Antares area, the selected lands to be 
The offered/private lands would transfer into retuned in public ownership are: 
public ownership and be managed according to the T. 25 N., R. 15 W., secs. 6, § and 18, 
BLM nmultiple-use mandate. T. 25 N., R. 16 W., secs. 2 and 12 and 


T. 26 N., R. 16 W., sec. 36. 
In addition, two of the following four parcels 
could be retamed in public ownership under this 


Current multiple uses adjacent to the offered/ 
private lands include cattle grazing, recreational 
activities (hunting, king, etc.), mineral exploration 


and wildlife management. alterantive. T. 15 N., R. 17 W., secs. 18 and 30 
could be retained in pnblic ownership if mining claim 

Selected/publi: lands issues cannot be resolved. If the mining claim issues 
The selected/public lands would go into private cam be resolved, sec. 20, T. 18 N., R. 17 W. and sec. 

cwrership and be managed according to the 8, T. 24 N., R. 15 W. could be retnined im public 

development plans of the proponents. The lands ownerahup. 

would be sold mostly m 40-ecre parcels with some 

160-ecre parcels. Future foreseeable actions 


The future foreseeable actions would be the same 
as those under the proposed action. 


With this devclopment come property covenants, 
conditions and restrictions, as well as establishment of 
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Chsgar 2 — Alternatives inching the prapased action 
No action 


The no action altemative, analyzed im the EIS, 
would mean that no lands would be exchanged and 
*~ wale and subsequent development would occur in 
the intermingled or checkerboard ownersiup pattern. 


Future foreseeable actions 


Offered/ private lands 
The offered/private lands would remain in private 
owneralup and be sold and developed in accordance 
with the development pian of the proponents 
(explained above). This development pian is in 
accordance with the county general pian. 
Mountainous areas such as those in T. 18 N., R. 
15 W. would most likely be sold in 160-acre parceis, 
: but could be sold in smaller parcels depending on the 
availability of a sites suitable for construction. 


Selected/pubic lands 

The selected/public lands would remain in public 
ownership and continue to be managed under th. 
BLM's multiple-use mandate. The selected/pulnic 
lands in the Antares area would continue to be used 
for ranching and other multiple uses. The BLM would 
continue to seak to dispose of the intermingled public 
lands. The developer would seek rights-of-way as 
needed for legal access. 


Actions common to all 
alternatives 

amendment and future foreseeable actions would be 
implemented regardless of which alternative is chosen. 


Pian amendment 

It is proposed to amend the Kingman RMP to 
designate lands for disposal. These lands are 
described in Appendix A, Part 2 under Disposal of 





lands not specifically identified in the RMP. 


Future foreseeabie actions 

The development of private iand would be 
conducted in accordance with the Mohave County 
General Plan (March 1995), which includes provisions 
for preparing area plans. The Mohave County Board 
of Supervisors has determined that it is appropriate to 
prepare an area pian for the Dutch Fiat area, which 
includes the majority of the selected/public lands in 
plan was held on August 27, 1998. 

The area plan process provides a mechamiem for 
county and local resadents to plan for future growth 
and development of communities at a greater level of 
detail than can be accomplished on a county-wide 
level. The area pian enables rendents and landowners 
to tailor the pian to specific community needs. The 
private lands adjacent to the selected/public lands 
which are owned by the exchange proponent are being 
marketed and solid in the private sector as 160- and 40- 
acre rural ranch subdivisions lots. 

The process for developing an area plan ensures 
involvement of the current owners of parcels, Mohave 
County, the land exchange proponents and the BLM. 


Summary comparison of 
impacts by alternative 


Table 1 presents a condensed version of impacts 
on each issue under the proposed action, the equal 


management in a blocked ownership pattem on an 
equal value basis. The no action altemative represents 
resource management in the itermingied ownersiup 
pattern. 
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Table 1. Summary comparisen of xngacts by alternative 
(Chapter 4 features the compicte analysis of cach iseuc) 
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The impacts would be the 


| same as thoss under the 


proposed action. 




















unchanged; the BLM would 
acquire a total of 10.7 miles of | 
riparian habitet and sssociated | 


stream segments 





























Chapter 2 — Alematives inctuding the proposed action 




















Surface water | Selected/public lends Saleged/pubbe lands Salectad/oobee lemde 
righte/weil — Two BLM-held stockpoad — One BLM-held stockpond — The currest conditions would 
permits filings would be transferred filing would be transferred out | not changes. 
out of federal ownership. of federal ownership. QOffered/orivete lends 
Offered/prrvete lands — 21 surface water rights and cight 
— 21 surface water rights (for well permits would remain in 
stockponds) and cight weil 
permits held by Santa Fe 
Pacific Railroad would be 
transferred to the BLM 
Secweroueanecs 
County tax base | Selected/oublic lands Sectod/public lands Sedectod/public lands 
— A loss of $11,040 in PILT — A loss of $10,068 in PILT | — The current conditions would 
payments would occur. payments would occur. not change. 
— An initial gain of $86,000 in | — An initial goin of $72,567 
private property taxcs would im privete property taxes 
occur. would occur. 
Emergency fire | Selected/public lands Rebnoted (putes lends 
services — Services ‘2 developments — Impacts would be the same | — The current conditions would 
would be required. as those under the proposed not change. 
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— Impacts to mule deer and 
Gasnbel’s quail would be the 
same as those under the 
proposed action cxcept that 
approximately 3,840 acres of 
semi-desert grassiand habsat 
would remain in public 


| Ownerstup in the Antares area 


and 5,060 acres of creosote- 
white bursage habstat would 
remain in public ownership. 
Mule deer and Gambel’s quail 
utilizing these acree will be 
subject to the same impacts as 
those under the no actina 
alternative. 

— Impacts to the Hualapai 
Mexican vole and the 
Mexican spotted ~wi and their 
habitats would be the same as 
those under the proposed 
action. These is no vole or 
spotted owl habstat ia the 
selected lands that dropped 
Cut under tha alternative. 

— Impacts to desert tortowe 
and theer habitat would be the 
same as thoes uncer he 
proposed action except that 
5,060 acres of desert tortoise 
Category [II habitat would 
remaa in public ownersiup 
near 1-40. Impacts to tortowe 
and theer habitat on these 
5,060 acres would be the 
same as those under the no 
action alternative. There is 
no tortose habstat in the 
Antares arca. 
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— No net loss or gain of public 
acres would occur, but the quality 
and availability of dispersed 
recreation opportunities in the 
project area could be lessened 
because the publuc may no longer 
be able to use adjacent private 
lands as past of thear activities. 
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Recreasonal ~ Possibie increase ia — Theoughou the progect area, 
Opportundies 
(continued) near pervete property 
litering, lrvestook conflicts lessened by ths presence of 
and feral dogs/cats on public residences, accidental wildfire, 
lands near development arces. trash dusaping, littering and the 
Reduced likelihood of creatioa of new roads aad trails. 
accidental wildfire, trash — Hunting activities would be 
dumping, littering, livestook increasingly restricted oa public 
conflicts and feral dogs/cats lands near new residences. 
oa public lands im areas where 
offered/private lands come 
into public ownership, 
cepecially at higher clevations 
of the Hualapai Mountains. 
Roads/road — Public use of {23 miles of Impacts would be the same as | — A total of 201 miles of cxisting 
access roads in the Dutch Piat and those under the proposed roads in the project area could 
Hualapai valleys would be action, except for the loss of | become discontinuous, fragmented 
lost; public access within the use of 117 miles of roads or closed by landowners. 
Dutch Flat and Hualapai which cross the Dutch Plat — Road access io adjacent public 
valleys would be limited to and Hvualapai valleys. lands i.. Dutch Fiat would be lost 
established and planned public at four locations. 
roadway casements provided 
by the proponent. 
— Pour road which have 
provided access to adjacent 
public lands in Dutch Plat 
could be lost. 
— Public access on 78 miles of 
roed in south Dutch Plat and 
in the Hualapea: Mountains 
would be mose sevure as they | 
would come into exclusive 
public ownership. 
Realty 
Rights-of-way None of the 37 rights-of-way | Numbers 5, 6 and 9 of No changes will occur in 
on the selected/public lands Appendix H would drop out. | admmmistration of the rights-of-way. 
(Appendix H) will be canceled | Of the 34 rights-of-way on the 
under cather the proposed or selected/public lands, seven 
no action alternatives. Under | would be reserved to the U.S. 
the proposed action, nine of and continue to be 
the 37 rights-of-way would be | administered by the BLM. 
reserved to the U.S. and The remaming 27 would be 
continues to be administered by | transserred with the land and 
the BLM. The remaining 28 | be administered by private 
rights-of-way would be landowners. All 14 
transferred with the land snd | casements on the offered/ 
admunistered by private privete lands will be honored 
landowners. All 14 casements | and managed to the ead of 
oa the offered/private lands thear terms. 



























































Land tenure Land cwnership would adjust | impacts would be the same as | No changes ‘vill occur to the land 
adjustments substantially in the Hualapei thoee under the proposed tenure. 
Mountame/Dutch Fiat area. actioa. 
The cachaags would create 
well-biocked areas of public 
and privete ‘and ownership 
(Map 10). 
Cultural resources 
be negatively impacted by contimus 10 be managed ia to be managed im accordance with 
transier to private ownership. | accordance with federal laws federal laws aad BLM polices. 
Lands with a high probability | and BLM policies. Retamed | Developme ¢ of surre~eding and 
of contammang cultural sites cultural properties would adjacettp 8 060—~° «~~ swued sections 
would be acquired. Mountam | probably be mgatively would pro von in noressed 
and foothall areas sacred to the | impacted duc to development | ileyal ati cmoval Lands 
Hualapai Tribe would be on nearby private lands. wit a high _ .obebility of 
acquired. Lands with a high probability | contammg cultural sites would not 
of contaméng cultural sites be acquired. Mountain sad 
would be acquired. Mountam | foothill areas sacred to the 
and foothill areas sacred to Heaiapa Tribe would not be 
the Hualapai Trike would be acquired. 
acquired. 

Historic Seven historic sites would be | Four historic sites would Impacts would be ths same as 
negatively impacted by contanue to be managed in Unose under the no action 
transfer to private ownership. | sccordaace with federal laws alernatrve above. 

and BLM policies. Retassed 
cultural preperties would 
probably be negatively 
umpacted due to development 
Oa nearby privete lands. 
Three historic sites would be 
negatively impacted by 
transfer to private ownership. 
Mineral resources 

Locatable Prospecting will be Prospecting will contamus at the 

munerais encouraged somewhat by a current low levels of activity, 
more favorable land umpoded by checkerboazd land 
ownership pattern. ownersiup stains. 

Saleable Best developed grevel sources Gravel pits will continus to be 

munerais along |[-40 will be transferred opereted on public laads, 
into private ownership aad genereting somc reveame io the 
will probebiy contmus to be US. 
operated as such, resulting in 
a loss of revenue to the U.S. 




























A total of 43,500 acres with severe 
erosion potential would remam in 
private ownership to be subdivided 


























and developed. 
Pigedpiemms 

Floodplain A total of 6,731 acres of A total of 6,109 acres of No acreage of floodplains will 
analysis floodpiams will be conveyed floodplams will be conveyed | change ownership. 

from public to private domain | from public to private domam 

ard 2,075 acres of floodpiams | and 2,075 acres of floodpiams 

will be conveyed to public will be conveyed to public 

ownership. This will result in | ownership. This will result in 

an increase of 4,656 acres of | an increase of 4,034 acres of 

floodpiams in private domam. | floodplams in private domam. 
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Chapter 3 -- Affected environment 


Affected resources 


The foliowing are descriptions of items or 
resources that would be affected by the proposed land 
exchange; these could also be affected if the land 
exchange did not happen. The items to be described 
are ranching, water ‘esources, s0cioeconomncs, 
baologscal resources, mparan areas, areas of critical 
eavironmental concern (ACECs), recreation 
opportumsties/access, realty, cultural resources, 


Ranching 

The proposed exchange area contains 13 
allotments. 

The Cedar Canyon, Hackberry and Walapai 
Ranch allotments, in the Antares area in the Hualapa 
Valley, include only selected/public lands, those 
which would go into private ownership. The 
remamung |0 allotments are in the Hualapa 
Mountains/Dutch Fiat area. Of these, the Bonana 
Unit A, Chicken Springs, Crossman Peak, Happy Jack 
Weeh and La Cienega allotments contain both 
offered/private and selected/public lands. The 
Hiberma Peak Unit A and Unit B, Diamond Joe and 
Big Sandy allotments include only offered/private 
lands and the Boriana Unit B allotment includes only 
selected/public lands. Maps 3 and 4 show the 
allotment boundanes and current land ownership. 

Table 2 summarizes ownership and land status 
within each allotment. 


Big Sandy ailotment 

This allotment north of Wikicup is a 
perenmal/ephemerai allotment with a stocking rate of 
655 cattle year-long (CYL). BLM lands make up the 
bulk of thas allotment; however, some deeded lands 
exist im a checkerboard pattern in the northeastern, 
central westera and far western areas. 


Boriane Unit A allotment 

The land ownersiup pattern is checkerboarded in 
the western part of this allotment northeast of Yucca, 
with much of the private lands subdivided. Lands in 
the eastern portion of the allotment are prmaniy 
BLM, except for soms scattered small parcels of 
deeded lands. Thus :s 2 perenmal/ephemeral allotment 
with a stocking rete of 202 CYL. 


In the southwestems portion of the allotment are 
2,082 acres of selected/public lands, represeating 7.1 
percent of the BLM lands and 6.7 percent of the lands 
on which forage is aliccated. There are also 972 acres 
of offered/pri:rete lands (2.3 percent of the lands 
within the allotment) for which the permut Lolder does 
not hold a grazing :case. 


Buriene Unit B allotment 

The waster past of this ephemeral allotment 
northwest of Yucca is primanily BLM. The casters 
half is consposed of checkerboasded BLM and deeded 
lands. Approximately 652 acres of selected/public 
lands are included in the southeastern portion of this 
allotment. This is 6.5 percent of the BLM lands 
within the allotment. 


Coder Canyon allotmen 

This allotment north of Kingman is a 
perenmal/ephemeval allotment with a yearlong 
stocking rate of 575 cattle and 22 horses. The 
ownership pattern of BLM and deeded lands :s 
checkerboarded throughout the allotment. 

Approximately 3,199 acres of selected/publac 
lands are included in the northwestern portion of this 
allotment. This represents 6.6 percent of the BLM 
lamds in the allotment and 3.7 percent of the total 
acreage in the allotment on which forage is allocated. 


Chicken Springs allotment 

This allotment, south of Yucca and west of 
Wilkoeup, is a perenmal/ephemerai allotment with a 
yearlong stocking rate of 395 cattle and five horses. 
Land ownership in this allotment is pnmaniy BLM; 
however, extensive deeded lands are intermangied in a 
checkerboard throughout the central, northwestern and 
southeastern portions of the allotment. There are 
7,504 acres of selected/public lands, representing 7.9 
percent of BLM lands and 5.7 percent of the lands on 
whch forage is allocated. Approximately 16,512 
acres of offered/private lands are scattered throughost 
the north and south central, as weil as in the 
southeastern, parts of the allotment. All but 580 acres 
of these offered/private lands are leased for grazing by 
the permit holder. 


Croseman Peak allotment 


BLM lands make up the bulk of this ephemerai 
allotment south of Yucca aud cast of Lake Havasu 
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Big Sandy (Byner Cattle 64,913/ 74 9,668/ 11 | 12,590/ 15 0 0 2,205/ 3 
Co./ 87,171) 
Boriana Unit A (Jerre 29,399/ 74 1,712/ 4 8,709/ 22 0 2,082/ 5 916/ 2 
Cavaliere/ 39,701) (640/ 2) 
Boriana Unit B (Jerre 9,999/ 85 0 1,791/ 15 0 652/ 6 0 
Cavaliere/ 11,790) (640/ 5) 
Cedar Canyon (John L. 48,459/ 55 38,899/ 44 $22/ 1 51/ * 3,199/ 4 0 
Neal/ 88,231) (0/ 0) 
Chicken Springs (Bar S 95,272/ 70 34,342/ 25 3,469/ 3 2,879/ 2 7,504/6 |} 16,512/ 12 
Ranch, Inc./ 135,400) 
Crossman Peak (Gordon 108,483/ 80 60/ * | 26,177/ 19 680/ * 7,050/ 5 642/ * 
Huffaker/ 135,360) (6,730/ 5) 
Diamond Joe (Byner Cattle 16,223/ 68 4,560/ 19 2,875/ 12 110/ * 0 660/ 3 
Co./ 23,768) 
Hackberry (X-Bar Ranch 32,881/ 48 20,539/ 30 | 12,764/ 19 2,454/ 3 1,280/ 2 0 
Inc./ 68,638) 
Happy Jack Wash (Clyde 24,386/ 52 40/ * | 22,585/ 48 0 4,528/ 10 30/ * 
and Lisa Westcott/ 47,011) (3,200/ 7) 
Hiberma Peak Unit A 13,641/ 50 12,301/ 45 21/ * 1,507/ 5 QO} 11,139/ 41 
(Anita Waite/ 27,470) 
Hiberma Peak Unit B 1,045/ 3 20,530/ 50 340/ 1 | 18,772/ 46 0 2,032/ § 
(Amita Waite/ 40,687) 
La Cienega (Clay and 71,382/ 42 $1,128/ 48 3,201/ 2 13,661/ 8 | 37,417/ 22 | 34,692/ 20 
Sandy Tyree/ 169,372) (35,518/ 

21) 
Walapai Ranch (Wendell 10,794/ 36 14,384/ 48 670/ 2 3,914/ 13 5,195/ 17 0 
H. Nuttall/ 29,762) (4,556/ 15) 


























(NOTE: Figures displayed in parentheses in column six represent figures under the equal appraised value 


alternative). 
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Map 3. Grazing Allotments- Hualapai Mountains/Dutch Flat Area 
Current Land Status 
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Chapter 3 — Affected environment 


City. Some deeded lands are intermungied in the 
central and northeastern portions. 

In the northeastem comer of this allotment are 
pproximately 7 ,0S5O acres of selected/public lands, 
about 6.5 percent of ths BLM lands. There are 
approximately 642 acres of offered/private lands (less 
than ome percent of the allotment) near the allotment's 
lease for grazing. 


Diamond Joe allotment 

This allotment between Wikieup and Yucca has a 
yearlong stocking rate of 150 cattle. Land ownership 
is predominantly BLM with some intermingled private 
lands in the central and western parts. 

The 1,010 acres of offered/private lands in the far 
northern and far western portions of the allotment are 
not leased by the permit holder. Including this 
unleased acreage, the offered/private lands represent 
approximately four percent of the allotment. 


Hackberry allotment 

This perennial/ephemeral allotment, northeast of 
Kingman with the town of Hackberry on its extreme 
southeast comer, has a stocking rate of 534 CYL. 

The land ownership is mostly checkerboard BLM 
and deeded lands throughout. The 1,280 acres of 
selected/public lands in this allotment make up 3.9 
percent of the BLM lands and 2.3 percent of the total 
acreage on which forage is allocated. 


Happy Jeck Wash allotment 
envelopes the town of Yucca and the Ford Proving 
Grounds, has a stocking rate of 90 CYL. Land 
ownership in the allotment east of Interstate 40 is a 
checkerboard of BLM and deeded lands; west of 
Interstate 40 is pnmaniy BLM. Much of the deeded 
lands has been subdivided. 

The 4,528 acres of selected/public lands, mostly 
in the southern portion of the allotment, represent 18.6 
percent of the BLM lands in the allotment and 18.5 
percent of the lands upon which forage is allocated. 
Thirty acres of offered/private lands on the 
southeastern boundary of the allotment are not leased 
for grazing by the permit holder. 


Hibernia Peek Unit A silotment 

This allotment, east of Yucca and north of 
Wikieup, and the Hiberma Peak Unit B allotment 
make up the Cane Springs Ranch. The perennial/ 
ephemeral allctment has a yearlong stocking rate of 


a a eeseseseses—i‘a‘i™SCS 


230 cattle; however, as one pasture of this 
ranch, this allotment is gnmerally used only seasonally 
to allow for a flexible stocking rate. 

The pattern of land ownersiup, checkerboarded 
throughout the allotment, consists mostly of BLM and 
deaded lands with a few parcels of s‘ate lands. There 
are 11,139 acres of offered/private lands throughout 
tus allotment, approximately 41 percent of the 
allotment. 


Hibernia Peak Unit B allotment 

Although this allotment north of Wikieup has a 
yearlong stocking rate of 410 cattle, the number may 
vary due to seasonal use of the Hibernia Peak Unit A 
allotment. 

The land status pattern on this allotment is almost 
entirely checkerboarded, composed of 20,870 acres of 
deeded, 18,772 acres of state and 1,045 acres of BLM 
lands. The BLM lands make up caly 2.6 percent of 
this allotment. 


La Cienega allotment 

This perennial/ephemeral allotment southwest of 
Yucca has a yearlong stocking rate of 500 cattle. Two 
pastures in the southwestern portion of the allotment — 
consisting of approximately two towasiups, or 41,493 
acres — are designated as ephemeral. The land 
ownership pattern throughout this allotment is a 
checkerboard of BLM and deeded lands, except for an 
area composed mostly of state end deeded lands in the 
central past of the allotment. A few other parcels of 
state land are strewn sbout the allotment. 

Approximately 37,417 acres of selected/public 
lands in the allotment represent 52.4 percent of the 
BLM lands and 22.5 percent of the allotment's total 
acreage on which forage is allocated. These lands are 
in the southwestern two-thirds of the allotment, with | 
the exception of the southemmost township. About 
34,692 acres of offered/private lands are in the 
northeastern one-third of the ailowment and in its 
southernmost township, representing 20.9 percent of 
the allotment on which forage is allocated. 





Walapai Ranch allotment 

This perenniai/ephemeral allotment north of 
Kingman has a stocking rate of 236 CYL. Land 
ownership is mainly BLM checkerboarded with 
deeded, much of which has been subdivided. The 
approximately 5,195 acres of selected/public lands in 
this allotment, primarily in its southern half, represent 
48 percent of the BLM lands in the allotment and 17.9 
percent of the lands on which forage is allocated. 























Chapter 3— Affected enwonment 
Water resources 


Surface water 

The limited occurrence of surface water in the 
exchange area is the result of its seani-enid climate. 
High elevation areas in the southern part of the 
exchange area may receive as little as three inches of 
ram per year. The occurrence of surface water in the 
exchange area is summarized below; individual water 
sources (stockponds, springs, waterhauls and 
catchments) are described in Appendix C for the 


— Much of the exchange area is in the Bill Williams 
River watershed; streams in this area drain either cast 
toward the Big Sandy River (which flows into Alamo 
Lake) or south into the Bill Williams River. 

— Part of the exchange area, which includes Dutch 
directly into the Colorado River. 

— The Antares area is contained in the Hualapai 
Basin; the surface drainage of this basin is internal and 
flows into Red Lake. 

- There are no large perennial (year-round flowing) 
streams. 

— The offered/private lands contain short perennial 
segments in Bull, Hibernia and Beecher canyons and 
Cow Cresk. The quantity of baseflow of perennial 
segments is unknown. Riparian areas associated with 
these streams total approximately 10.7 miles — Bull 
Canyon (4.9 miles), Hibernia Canyon (4.6 miles), 
Beecher Canyon (0.77 miles), Cow Creek (0.47 miles) 
and Pilgrim Wash (0.01 miles). 

— A few streams draining out of the Hualapa 
Mountains may, in some years, flow seasonally due to 
snowmelt. 

— The vast majority of streams ere ephemeral, only 
normally dry streams are always above the water table. 
— ill of the approximately 40 known springs are on 
the offered/private lands; only five of the springs are 
developed. Of the 10 stockponds, six are on the 
selected public lands and four are on the 
offered/private lands. One Arizona Game and Fish 
Department (AGFD) wildlife catchment and one 
waterhaul are on the selected/public lands; two . 
waterhauls are on the offered/private ‘ands. 

— There are no published surface water quality data 


————— 


gently sloping valleys ssparated by sorth-to-northwest- 
trending mounteins. Ths exchange area can bs 
separated into four distinct groundwater areas (Map 
5), 28 summarized in tis section from five sources. 
— Hargis and Associates, Inc. 1997. Groundwater 
Resource Evaluation, Santa Fe Ranches, Mohave 
County, Arizona. 

— Rascona, S.J. 1991. Map Showing Groundwater 
Conditions in the Sacramento Valley Basan, Mohave 
County, Arizoma. 

— Anning, D.W. and N.R. Dust. 1994. Summary of 
Ground-Water Conditions in Arizona, 1987-1990. 
U.S. Geological Survey Open-File Report 94-476. 

— Freathey, G.W,, ot. al., 1966. Description and 
Generalized Distribution of Aquifer Materials in the 
Alluvial Basins of Arizona. U.S. Geological Survey 
Atlas HA-663. 

— Willdan Associates. 1993. City of Kingman Water 
Adequacy Study. 1717 W. Northem Ave., Suite 112, 
Phoemx, Arizona 85021. 

The Secramento Valley saberes is im the southern 
part of the Sacramento Valley and inciudes Dutch Fiat. 
This subarea is 2 700- to 4,000-foot deep, sediment- 
filled basin underimn by bedrock and bordered on the 
east and west by bedrock mountain ranges. The 
primary water-bearing unit is the older alluvium, 
which yields 100 to 1,000 gallons per minute (gpm) to 
wells. Depths to water below ground surface (bgs) are 
generally 250 to 500 fest in the northern part of Dutch 
Fiat near Yucca and approaching 950 feet in the 
southern part of Dutch Fiat. Groundwater use in the 
entire Sacramento Valley (there is no estimate for the 
southern part of the valley aloms) ranged from 2,000 
to 6,000 acre-fest/year from 1965 to 1990; prior to 
1985, groundwater use was less than 500 acre- 
feet/year. The estimated annual recharge for the entire 
Sacramento Valley is 2,000 acre-feet. The estimated 
amount of recoverable groundwater beneath the 
Sacramento Vailey subarea, which is only the southem 
part of entire Sacramento Valley, is 5.5 million acre- 
feet to a depth of 1,000 fest bgs. There are 56 
registered wells in the Sacramento Valley subarea, 
most of which are used for domestic and stockwatenng 
uses. Groundwater quality is generally good; total 
dissolved solids (TDS) from 36 of 46 samples in 1990 
were below the secondary drinking water standard of 
500 milligrams per liter (mg/l) and fluoride ranged 
from 0.3 to 5.1 mg/l. 

There is ome unregistered weil om an sbandoned 
mullsite on the selected lands within this groundwater 
subarea. 

The Big Sandy sahara, which is part of the Big 
Sandy River Valley, is a north-south-treading, 











Map 5.  MHualapai Mountain/Dutch Flat Area 
Hydrologic Study Area and Erosion Potentials 
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sediment-filled basin underimn by bedrock and 
bordered on the cast and west by bedrock mountain 
Depths to groundwater range from 23 to 300 feet bgs, 
with yields to wells as much as 1,000 gpm. 
Groundwater use was approximately 2,000 to 3,000 
acre-feet per year from 1978-1985; ovior to 1978, 
groundwater use was less than 500 acre-fest/year. 
Recharge to groundwater has not been estimated, 
although the amount of recoverable groundwater 
beneath the Big Sandy subarea is estimated at 2.1 
mullion acre-feet. There are 43 registered wells in the 
subarea, most of which are used for domestic, 
stockwater and mining uses. Groundwater quality is 
fairly good — total dissolved solids are in the range of 
350 to 800 mg/l. However, fluoride is as high as 20 
mg/l in some wells; the federal maximum contaminant 


Sacramento Vailey from the Big Sandy River Vailey. 
The almost north-south-trending mountain range is 
mostly gramite. The bedrock units in the Huslapai 


Depths to water are generally less than 50 feet below 
ground surface, and yields to a weil would generally 
be less than 10 gpm. There are 27 registered weils in 
the Hualapai Mountains subarea, most of which are 
used for stockwatering. The amount of recoverable 
groundwater in the Hualapai Mountains subarea is 
unknown. Groundwater quality is vanable — the TDS 
from wells ranges from 440 to 2,880 mg/l., which 
means that some wells may not be suitable for 
domestic use without treatment. 

The Anteses subarea, 20 to 25 miles northeast of 
Kingman and not shown in Map 5, is in the southern 
part of the Hualapai Valley. The primary aquifer is 
the older alluvium. The depth to groundwater ranges 
from 300 feet bgs in the northern part of the subarea to 
600 feet bgs in the south. Yields to wells near the 
subarea range from 10 to 1,200 gpm; however, it 
should be noted that several sections of the 
selected/public lands (secs. 12, 14, 22 and 24 of T. 24 
N., R. 15 W.) include bedrock outcrops which 
probably contain only smail quantities of groundwater 
in fractured and weathered zones. Groundwater use in 
the entire Hualapai Valley ranged from 4,000 to 6,000 
acre-feet per year from 1968 to 1985; prior to 1960, 
groundwater use was less than 500 acre-feet/year. 

The evtimated annual groundwater recharge to the 
entire Hualapai Valley is 2,000 acre-feet/year. The 
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estimated amount of recoverable groundwater beneath 
the entire Hualape: Valley is five mullion acre-feet to a 
depth of 1,200 fest bys. Groundwater quality is 
geacrally good; TDS in most wells in the southern 
Huslaps Valley are below 500 mg/l. 


Surface water rights/wells permits 

Arizona Department of Water Resources (ADWR) 
records show two stockpond claims held by the BLM 
on the selected/public lands and no weil permits 
(Appendix ). 

Of the 24 surface water rights on file with ADWR 
on the offesed/private lands, 21 are pre-1919 claims 
for springs and dreamages and threes are stockpond 
however, locations for thres private wells for domestic 
and/or irrigation use appear to be incosrect and not on 
the offered/private lands (Appendix F). 


Population and demographics 

The entire exchange area is in Mohave County, 
the state's second largest in size and fifth largest in 
population, estimated to be 114,000 in 1993 (Arizona 
Department of Eoomomic Security 1993). Minorities 
make up 9.7 percent of the county’s population in the 
form of Hispamics, 5.0 percent, Native Americans, 2.3 
percent and African-Americans and Asian-Americans 
at least than one percent each. 

Mohave County is in northwestern Arizona, 
approximately 150 miles northwest of Phrenix. The 


exchange area is divided into the Hualapa 
Mountans/Dutch Fiat area and the Antares area. 


Taxes 

Property taxes are an important source of locaily- 
based revenues — $100, 192,577 was collected in 1997 
tax payments plus taxes, penalties and interest 
collected in 1997 for unpaid taxes in prior years. 
Federally owned lands form one basis for the federal 
government to make payments to loca! governments to 
offeet the limited property tax base that results from 
government land ownersiip. These payments in lieu 
of taxes (PILT) are established and limited in the total 
amount payable to any county by formulas based on 
the county’s involved population and federal acreage. 

Population is a determining factor in setting limits 
(cealing) for payments made to local government. For 
Mohave County, the applicable rate in FY96 was 
$0. 16/acre of federal lands; the rate may change from 
year to year. In 1996, the county received $1,052,884 
in PILT payments. 
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Mohave County collected $12,000 in private 
property taxes for the offered/private lands in 1997. 


Yucca School District 

Nearly 80 percent of the offered/private lands are 
in the Yucca School District. The school district 
consists of a three-member school board which — 
oversees operation of the Yucca School for children in 
employs three teachers and an administrative assistant, 
can handie a maximum of 45 students before expanded 
facilities and hiring more staff would be needed. 

Most of the children who attend the school live in 
the town of Yucca; a few reside in the outlying areas 
within approximately five to 10 miles. Bus service is 
not provided; therefore, parents are responsible for 
transporting thear children to school. 

Any transportation system needed in the future 
would be decided upon by the school board. The 
necessity of such a system would be based on 
population and access. 

High school students are bused to Kingman High 
School. 


Yucca Fire District 

The Yucca Fire District covers approximately 125 
square miles, in which the land ownershup is 
Department responds to fires on both private and 
public lands. The fire district has a station in Yucca 
and is building a substation in Buckeye. Plans include 
a substation near the Franconia exit. 

Fires in the Dutch Flat and Alamo Road area, not 
currently covered under a fire district, are responded 
to by the Yucca Fire Department and the BLM. Most 
calls are for brush fires along the roads or near the 
train tracks. 

Fuels in the Dutch Flat area consist of scattered 
bushes and grasses. Fuels are considered light and 
scattered and the area is not likely to sustain large 
fires. Most fires in this area are 10 acres or less. 

Both the Yucca Fire Department and the BLM 
respond to fire calls in the Hualapai Mountains, in 
which the fuels are heavy and continuous (oakbrush 
and trees). Large, sustained (catastrophic) fires. are 
expected to occur every 60 to 80 years. 


Public safety 

Law enforcement services are provided by the 
Mohave County Shenff’s Department and the Anzona 
Department of Public Safety, which maintains a 
Highway Patrol station in Kingman and regularly 
patrols local and state highways. 





Emergency hoapetal care is provided by Kingman 
including emergency services and a wide range of 
diagnostic services. The local fire department 
provides first respomes emergeacy service in the Yucca 
area. Emergency medical transportation is provided 
by River Medical, the local ambulance company. 


Biological resources 

All species were considered for evaluation. In the 
imitial phase of analysis, the complexity of habstat 
types to be analyzed and the formidable task of 
analyzing impacts to hundreds and possibly even 
thousands of plant and amiumal species became evident. 
Therefore, the assumption wes made that by carefully 
procedure analysis, a reasonably accurate estimate of 
impacts to wildlife and habitats as a whole could be 
made. 
habitats (maps 2 and 6) were selected for evaluation of 
impacts from the proposed and no action alternatives. 
In addition, mountain lion, prongkom, elk, goshawk, 
javelina, rosy boa, chuckwaila, Gila monster, 
Merriam's kangaroo rat, desert iguana, bats, peregrine 
falcon and other bards were considered for evaluation. 
The evaluation for each species is related to 10 habitat 
types within the exchamge area (Appendix G and maps 
2 and 6; Map 2 represents semi-desert-grassiand 
habitat only and Map 6 represents ail other habitats in 
prepared for this project is available for review at the 
BLM Kingman Field Office and the BLM Arizona 
State Office. 

Because of the recemt completion of endangered 
species consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) on the Kingman RMP, a new 
species list was not requested from the Service. There 
are only two listed species in the exchange area — the 
Hualapas Mexican vole is listed as endamgered and the 
Mexican spotted owl is listed by the Service as 
threatened. Because of the acquisition of habitat 
Mexican spotted owls, Section 7 Consultation under 
the Endangered Species Act has been completed. 


Species selected for evaluation 


Mule deer 
Occurring in ail habitats throughout the project 
area, this species is most abundant in the crucifixion 
thorn-mxed shrub, Joshua tree-mixed shrub, Joshua 
tree-jumiper, interior chaparral and ponderosa 
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pane-Gambel oak communities, which provide a 
comsiderable diversity of shrub and forb species for 
food and cover. 

Interior Chaparral provides the most sbundent and 
the lower elevation habitat of creosote-winte ursage 


Gembel’s quail 
Gambel's quail occur im a variety of habitats 
generally below 5,500 fest elevation throughout the 
project area. These birds generally occupy stringers of 
favorable habitat along drainage systems sad suitable 
habitat on upland arcas and desert mountein slopes. 


shrub and forb species for food and cover. 
chaparral and ponderosa pene-Gambel oak habstats are 
poor to marginal habitets for quail. 


Hualepai Mexican vole 

This thick-eet, blunt-nosed, short-legged rodent 
with a short taal and smail cars obscured by coarse, 
dark, cinnamon-brown fur was listed as endangered by 
the USFWS in 1987. Two known vole localities occur 
acres of suitable habitat. The habitat at most vole 
locations reported from the Hualapai Moustams hes 
been associated with the grass and riparian habitats in 
the ponderosa pane-Gambel oak habatat type. Some 
sites are associated with the upper pinyon-jumiper or 
adjacent to the forest habstats. 

The 330 acres of ponderosa pine/Gambel oak 
habstat that would become public under the proposed 
Hualapa Mountaans Research Natural Area/Area of 
Critical Envirommental Concern (ACEC), designated 
under the Kingman RMP. 


Mexican spotted uwi 

In 1993, the USFWS listed the Mexican spotted 
owl as threatened. There are approximately 330 acres 
of potential Mexican spotted owl habitat within the 
exchange area. Any of the timbered habstats in the 
Hualapai Mountaans (mixed comifer or ponderosa pine- 
Gambel oak forest types) are consadered potential 

Preferred habitat for this bird in the Hualapa 


Mountemms is appasently lnmsted to small, dense stands 
of maxed comsfer and ponderves pine foscats and 
adjacent riparien habstet of Arizona bleck walant, 
Gambei oak, big-tocth maple and New Mexican 
locust. The mixed conifer and pendesces pino-Gambel 
oak forests in the Huslape:s Mountemms are extremely 
limated and patchy in distribution. 


Desert terteise 

The Sonoran desest tortoise occuss cast and south 
of the Colosado River and is mst federally listed, 
although it is considered a sensitive species by both 
the BLM and AGFD. It is a fosmer Category II 
camiidete species under the Eadengered Species Act. 

Desert tortosss habstet within the project area is 
generally limmted to elevations lower than 4,400 fest, 
manly in the foothaile and adjacent valleys of the 
shrub. 


Office area has been surveyed, momstored and 
designated as category I, II or III, ail threes of which 
occur within the exchanges area. The categories of 
desert tortoses habitat designated by the BLM (BLM 
1995) established goals for managing desert torteses 
and theer habstats, based on several criteria. 

Bevefly summerized, management of category I 
and II areas conphasizes rmantatenaace of vieble desert 
tortosss populations im areas where ail Category ‘ and 
most Category II conflicts are resolvable. Category Ill 
habstets are generally characterized by lower densities 
of desert tortotes im areas where habstet has been 
fragmented or otherwise degraded, or where land 
ownersiup patterns are such that effective management 
is difficult. Tine categorization process and the 
resulting management goals are a result of proactive 
Management to conserve the Sonoran desert tortores 
and its habstat amd to avoed amy programs or land use 
authorizations that would contribute to the need or 
justification for listing thus species as endangered. 

Some of the desert tortosss habitat that would 
become public under the proposed action (3,200 acres) 
was proposed for acquisition under the McCracken 
Desert Tortoise Habitat ACEC, designated under the 
Kingman RMP (BLM 1995). 


Whate-mergined penstemen 
This BLM-sensstive plant species occurs within 


the Hualape: exchange area between Yucca and Dutch 
Flat, the only area im Anzona where winte-macgined 
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peastemon occurs. It aleo occuss at one location in 
Californsa cast of Berstow and three locations around 
Las Vegas, Nevada. 

The Arizona location on Dutch Fiat is the single 
largest population of whate-margmed pensternon 
known. Even so, this population only extends in a 
band about 15 mules long and five miles wide along 
the western base of the Hualapai Mountains from Rock 
Creek on the northwest to Cow Creek on the 
southeast. 

The range of this wildflower species on Dutch 
Fiat is appasently limited by narrow ecological 
parameters. It is only found between 1,900 and 3,100 
feet elevation and withan the six-to-12-iach 
precipstation zome (NRCS 1996). 

Also, the whate-margmed penstemmon only grows 
on certain ecological sites -- the sandy loam upland 
and sandy bottom -- but not om the coarse sandy loam 
winch the whate-margmed pensternon occupies is finer 
textured and nomcaicareous, whereas the latter 
unoccupied ecological site is coarser textured and 
calcareous. These two types of ecological sites 
alternate across Dutch Fiat; thus, not ail of this 15- 


Habitats in the project area for this species were 
rated as low, medium and ngh quality. Generally, 
habatat west of Alamo Road is of low to medium 
quality and habstat cast of Alamo Road is medium to 
high quality (BLM 1997). 


Species considered but not selected for 
evaluation 


Mountain lien 
In the project area, this species is more limited by 
prey than by habstat. Therefore, if habitat needs for 
prey species such as mule deer are provided, the 
assumption is that the future of the mountain lion in 
the project ares is secure. 


Pronghern 

The opportumity for conservation of pronghorn 
hubstet in the project ares is low. The habitat on 
public lands within the Antares area of the exchange 
area has been evaluated and determuned to be primaniy 
low-quality. One section is rated as moderate quality 
and another section of potential habitat was considered 
unsuitable due to its rough and rocky nature 
(Ockenfels, et al. 1996). 

The number of pronghorn in ail of Hualapa 


errr 


Valley north of Route 66 is estimated to be 2S anamais 
(personal communication, Ast Puller, AGFD 1997). 
Habstat in the Dutch Fiat area, although 
considered historic, is margmmal at best, a fringe 
haistet area, isoleted and too small to support a viable 
population of promghormn. Separated from cxisting 
populations by Kingman, highways, an interstate and 
reaisoad tracks, there is no opportunity for 
colomzation of this area by promgeorn from habitat 


records regarding pronghorn on Dutch Fiat, this 
habstet acea wes not rated by AGFD in ite Statewide 
Evaluation of Pronghorn Habstat (Ockenfels, ct al. 
1996). 

Comsdesed to be too fas from preferred grassland 
habetet, thas area has not supported a pronghorn 
population since the carly 1960s. The ases is also 
separated from existing populations as described 
above. 


Nesther of these pronghora habstet areas figure 
sagmificamtly in long-term survival of pronghorn in 
northern Arizoms. 


Elk, geshawk 
These two specses overlap in their use of higher 
elevation forest in the project area where suitable 
habstet is highly limsted. Impacts to these two species 
from the alternatives will be sismler to those described 
and analyzed for the Hualepes Mexican vole end the 
Mexican spotted owl. Conservation of habstet for the 


Javelina 
overlap those of mule deer. Impacts to thas species 
from the alternatives will be simular as those descibed 
and analyzed for mule deer. Conservation of habstat 
javelina. 


Rosy bea, chuckwaila, Gile monster 
greatly overlap those of desert tortosss. Impacts to 
these three species from the alternatives will be sammier 
to those described and analyzed for desert tortosse. 
Conservation of tortosse habstat will likewise conserve 
habstet for these species. 

Merriam's kangarce rst, desert iguana 


These species are common throughout the 
creosote-whste bursage, Joshua tree-muxed shrub aud 
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lower elevation Xeronpaensn plent coenmmensties 1a the 
project asea. 

3 Although developasent may displece soars 
will persist 1m adjacent avesiable habetats as weil as 


Birds and bats 

The project aren is known to support a broad 
diversity of bard and bat life. Highey elevations and 
tramestion areas between habstat types are, im general, 
known to suppost raser species and add more to the 
overall diversity of wildlife in the area than lower 
elevation habstets. Evaluation of Hualepa: Mexican 
votes and Mexican spotted owls will document impacts 
to those specses that utilize hagher clevation hobstats. 
Evalnation of mule deer, Gambel's quaal and desert 
tortoses will document impacts to bards and bats that 


Peregrine faicon 

The project area comtams no nesting habstat for 
thas species. Falcoms observed in thas area are thought 
to be mmgratory. 


AGFD provided a Heritage Data Management 
System species list for the project area. An there are 
no known records of Asizons necklace, Swamson's 
hawk, lowland leopard frog aad roundtaal chasb in the 
analysis. 


Riparian rescurces 

Riparian zones in the exchange area above 5,000 
feet support plant commumuties of red willow, Anzona 
walmt, deer muhly, cattails ead vanous rushes and 
sedges. Below 5,000 feet, Anzona ash is the 
domunant ‘ree with some Goodding's willow, Fremont 
cottomwood, squaw waterweed, cattals aad deer 
nanalal 7 . 
ares and thee approximate imear maleages are: on the 
west side -- Cow Creek (0.47 miles) and Beecher 
Camyon (0.77 males); and on the cest side -- Piigrim 
Wash (less than one mule), Hiberma Canyon (4.6 
males) and Buil Canyon (4.9 mules). 


Areas of critical environmental concern 


(ACECs) 
There are three ACECs -- the Hualapa: Mountams 
Research Natural Area/ACEC, McCracken Desert 





Penstemon Reserve ACEC — wethen the cachange 
asea. Thess 4CECS were designated to conserve 
descriptions of these ACECs ase found in the 
approved Kingman RMP. 


Recreation opportunities/access 

There are no developed vecreation sites on cether 
the selected/public or offered/privete lands. 
Recreational use withan the project asea is primaniy 
seasonal hunting, recreational off-mghway-velucic 
deiving (i.c., motorcycles, duns buggses, all-terram 
vehicles, jeeps and other conventional vehicies), 
target shootag, mountem beling end inlang. With tho 
exception of huatimg, no hard dats are available on the 
nuasbers of viesting recreatiomets. It is cstamated that 
the portion of the propect area im the Hualapai 
especially un the susamer months, because of couler 
tenaperetares. 

The selected/public and offered/privete lands uz 
Dutch Fiet and the McCracken snd Hualapa 
selected/public lands in Hualape Valley are in Unst 
1SB. Im genevel, mating on project asea lands at 
eether location is comssdered light (Tom Fresques, 
AGFD, personal commmencation). 

Most hunting in the Dutch Flat and McCracken 
Mounteca areas 1s for mourmag doves and Gasshel's 
quail around scattered I1vestock water sources. 
Hualapes Valley hunting persusts would be for smiar 
species and limated numbers of pronghom. 
and dove still occurs at -he lower elevations, but a 
vonssderable amount of desert male deer hmuatang takes 
place throughout thas range. A limuted ansount of elk 
humtamg may also occur. 
pleasure or other pursusts (photography, ctc.) 1s 
probably the second most popular recreational activity. 
Seiected/public lands in tho Dutch Plat area aro 
crossed by no fewer than 27 roads, or segments of 
roads, totaling about 107 miles, tradstionally used for 
about 16 males, sieo cross selected/public lands im the 
those roads formally dedacated as subdivimon reads ar 
other thoroughfares such as Alamo Road or Antares 
Road. With little exception, public use of these routes 


on the selected/public lands has hastorically involved 
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cosncadental treapacs on adjacent privete lends dus to 
the checkerboard pattera of land ownershup. 

The roads and traslc winch cross selected/public 
lamds cam be chacacterzed as two-track trails or 
formerly graded roads which have not besa 
masmtemed. In some cases, these routes have become 
obscure dus to lack of use, soel erosion or vegetation 
overgrowth. Other routes appear to recerve light to 
moderate velucle use. 

Fifteen road segments, totaling about 78 mules, 
cross the offered/privete lands iz: the Hualepa 
Mountemes and im south Dutch Fiat. Public use of 
Comsequent need to trespass om private lend. As with 
the roads on the selected/public lands, these routes are 
mostly chasacterized as two-track trais or formerly 

A complete umventory report of ail roads affected by 
the proposed action is available at the BLM Kingman 
Field Office upon reouest. 


Realty 


Rigitts-of-waey 

The 30 nghts-of-way in the Dutch Fiat area are all 
west of Alamo Road; there are ssven rights-of-way in 
the Antares area (Appendix H). These rights-of-way, 
whach cross public lands and the Santa Fe Pacific 
utilities aad roads and are jcently managed by the 
BLM and the private land owners. 

Of the 14 casaments on the offered/private lands, 
nane are held by the fedoral government and five are 
held by utility companses. 


McCracken Mime Read 

The exchange proponents have appleed to Mohave 
County for abandonment of an approximately 6.5-aile 
portion of McCracken Mime Road. This portion runs 
south from the Alamo Road (T. 15 N., R. 16 W., sec. 
1) to the Planst Reach Road (T. 14 N., R. 15 W., sec. 
5). Mohave County is concerned about access to the 
McCracken Mountams and the McCracken Mims (T. 
13 N., R. 15 W., sec. 24). If this abandonment is 
approved, the access issue could he accommodated by 
an elteraate route to the McCracken Mountems and 
mane vie (he Planet Rench Road. The route would run 
from the Alamo Road west approximately thres miss 
to McCracken Mime Road and south about 10 miles on 
McCracken Mime Road to the McCracken Mine. 


Recrestion and Public Purpose (R&FP) lands 
The RMP desagnated areas near the exchange area 
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as recsestica and public puspose (RAPP) lands ase 
identified 22 avesiable for local and stats governments 
and qualified noapzofit crgamaxamous. Agencies snd 
Orgamzatioas can use these lends for pasks, schouls, 
fise stations, etc. Dengnated for RAPP purposes ase 
160 acces near Yucca in T. 17 N., R. 18 W., sec. 12, 
WUWh, NE“NW and soc. 36, SE% and 320 
ecres neer Antesss in T. 24N., R. 14 W., sec. 30, 
S%. These RAPP lends ase not past of the exchange 
proposal, bet may be affected because of thear 
proaimmty to the exchange. 








comndor; an approximate 6'4-male length is win tho 
selected/public lands; a one-suile length is within the 








Land tenure adjustments 

A stated RMP goal (page 18) is to “adjust land 
tenure as needed to improve federal land rsmagement 
effectivenses, improve resources and provide lends for 
public sad privete uses." 


Cultural resources 

Oa public (BLM) lends in the Hualapa: Mountasss 
and footkells, there are numerous cultnral resources 
mnchuding petroglyphs, shrines, hunting and gathering 
Camaps, mines, ranches and homesteads. In these 
mountasne and foothills, there 1s a hagh probabelsty 
that sumaise culéaral resources exist on the private 
lands that would be acquised by the BLM. The 
Healepas Mountams sad foothalls are sacred to the 
Hualepas Tribe. 

The Dutch Fist aves is a valley with fow natural 
resource is surface weter. In the 19th century, 
wagoniceds of water had to be brought from the 
Colorado River for construction of the raiicoad in the 
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northwestern part of this asea. The leck of water and 
other natesal resources 1s probably ths reason the area 
has the lowest known density of cultaral resources in 
northwestern Anzona. 

found are neor the edges of the valley where the 
topography changes from flat to halls. The prehstonc 
properties are lithic (stone) procurcenent sites and 
temporary Camps conmected with huntmg aad 
propertees are transportation sites (consssting of roads 
and a resiscad and associated features) and World War 
II malsteary remams associated with the senel gummery 
Operations froma the auxiliary airfield in Yucca. 

The Amtares area, in the Hualape: Valley, 
hastosically had water flowing through its central part. 
Wells bualt by carly setters in the late 19th and carly 
supplied thes water. As a result of the water and sand 
dunes in the valley, conditions were nght for both 
gather a variety of wild plants. Seasonal camps 

Historic Angio use of the valley was mainly for 
travel and ranching. The valley aleo has Worid War II 
remams, raostly .50-calaber machine gun builets, 
casings and clips, of which there are probably several 
hundred thousand. Between ecember 1942 and July 
1945, 35,000 gunners were trained in the Kingman 
asea, primarily over the Hualapai and Dutch Flat 
valleys. 


Mineral resources 

A mumerai report descnbes the local geology and 
muneral potential of both offered/private and 
selected/public lands in detail (Mineral Potentasi 
Report for the Hualapa: Mountams Exchange, Mohave 
County, Anzona, Conway, et al. 1997). 

In summary, the Hualape: Mountains have some 
maneral potential for metallic minerals (copper, 

tungsten, gold, etc.), of wich there has been some 

eS a pt me erg Current 
market conditions render these deposits uneconomucal 
and current activity in the region is limuted to 
Prospecting. 


The vailey area, Dutch Fiat, has little or no 
potential for metallic ummerais, but does have some 
potential for maneral materials — sand, gravei snc 
decorative rock as common constructica materals. 
These resources have been developed primaniy alorg 
Ineerstate 40, where sand and gravel have been muned 
for highway construction and mamtenance, as weil as 
for some manor local demand for other construction 
Projects. 


Soil erosion potential 

soel eromon hazard ratings of slight, moderate or 
severe, using the unpublished sos servey report of 
Southera Mohave County (1996). Sosl eromon hazard 
ratengs are based on factors suca as surface soal 
textere, surface sodi structure, permeabilsty , presence 
of surface coarse fragments (gravel, stones, ctc.) and 
slope. These factors are used in the Natural Resource 
and are used to predict average anamal sodl loss from 
water erosion. 

An eromoa rating of slight was asagned to 10,800 
acres of the offered/privete lands and 28,990 acres of 
the selected/publac lands. An erosion rating of 
moderate was given to 17,300 acres of the 
offered/privete lands and 37,700 acres of the 
selected/public lands. Aa croson rating of severe was 
determuned for 42,879 acres of the offered/private 
leads and 1,300 acres of tae selected/public lands. 

Areas with slight eromon potential are found on 
the fairly flat areas in the valley bottom. In the 
ummedaately below the western base of the Hualapa: 
Mountains, and in the foothills cast and west of the 
McCracken Mountams. The areas with severe eromon 
potential occur mainly on the steep slopes of the 
Hualapa: Mountasns. 


Floodpiains 

Map 7 depicts Floodplain Zone A, regardless of 
insurance rete maps published by the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Zone A 
delmeates areas of 100-year flood. 
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This chapter contaims the information used to 
compare the alternatives as presented in Chapter 2, 
Table 1. It is orgamized by issue with discussions of 
umpacts of each alternative. 


Critical elements that will 
not be impacted 


Twelve items (cntical elements) must be 
considered in every environmental analysis action 
proposed by the BLM (BLM Manual 1790-1). Of 
these, wild and scemic rivers, wildemess, ar quality, 
water quality, prime/unique farmiands and hazardous 
materials are not present in the exchange area or. will 
not be impacted by the proposed action or alternatives. 


Hazardous material 

An environmental site assessment was done for 
the offered/pnivate and selected/public lands proposed 
m this exchange to determine areas of hazardous 
maternal; the BLM will not accept or lands containing 
hazardous material. The assessment documents all 
appropriate inquiries “into the previous ownership and 
uses of the property consistent with good commercial 
or customary practice” (42 U.S. Code 9960!{3S5}[B)). 
The aseessment results show a potential hazardous 
maternal site on one selected/public land parcel, a mull, 
now closed, in T. 16 N., R. 17 W., sec. 30, S%. 

Appropriate inquiries for the proposed exchange 
consisted of record reviews and site reconnaissance. 
Environmental and regulatory records were searched 
to determine if potential hazardous material 
contamunation existed on the subject properties or 
nearby lands, e.g., active or closed landfills, mines, 
ore mill sites, underground fuel storage tanks or 
industrial, commercial and agricultural operations. 

The enviroamental site assessment considers both 
historical and contemporary uses. Background 
topographic features of the affected lands was also 
researched to determine possible contaminant 
exchange properties and any structures on or near 
inspected. The sense of smeil is also important in 
these investigations, as chemical odors may be present 
when there is no visible evidence of toxic corruption. 
Potential sources of hazardous maternal contamination 


were noted. Possible chemical-comtamunated soil and 
according to U.S. Environmental Protection Ageacy 
(EPA) protocol. None of the samples comtained 
hazardous matenais, but one soil sample indicated a 
small amount of petroleum contamunetioa. 


Other critical elements 


The other critical elements — areas of critical 
environmental concem, cultural resources, Native 
Amencan religous concerns, threatened or endangered 
species and riparian areas — are being considered 
within the context of the EIS. 


issues 


Ranching 

Due to the wide range of effects anticipated by the 
proposed exchange on the allotments mvoived, this 
section will be divided into two categories, describing 
the general effects om ranching and each ranch. 


General effects 

This section will discuss the effects on the 
selected/public and offered/private lands on ail 
cattle (damage to ranch developments, complaints, 
harassment of livestock, etc.) and compensation for 
developments (fences, corrals, 2tc). 


Grazing admumistrabun 

Under the proposed action and equal appraised 
value alternatives, grazing edummstration of the 
selected/public lands would go to the proponents with 
the BLM taking over admunistration of the offered/ 
Kingman RMP designates grazing 2s one of these 
multiple uses; changes in designated uses would 
require an environmental review in consultation, 
are generally issued for 10 years. Administrative 
review processes are provided for in the BLM grazing 
regulations (43 Code of Federal Regulations, Subpart 
4100). Construction, placement or reconstruction of 
range improvements on BLM lands are subject to 
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approval by the BLM, a process that usually requires 
30 to 90 days. Placement of supplemental feed on 
BLM lands is also subject to approval. Interested 
publics may also be imvoived on BLM lands and, 
under certain cucumstances, have the night to protest 
and appeal actions affecting grazing management. In 
this process, the resolution of appeals can take up to 
five years. 

The private/offered lands are leased for grazing on 
the Chicken Springs, Hibernia Peak A and B units and 
La Cienega allotments. The tenure of these leases is 
generally five years and can be terminated upon a 90- 
day written notice. A set fee is paid for these leases, 
whereas under the BLM permit, the rancher may apply 
for a lesser amount of livestock than the full permitted 
amount and, if approved, would only be charged for 
the amount for which the rancher applied. 
Construction or placement of range improvements 
(femces, watering facilities, etc.) and placement of 
supplemental feed on the currently leased private/ 
offered lands has been allowed under the private lease 
agreements with no prior approval. 

Under the proposed action and equal appraised 
value alternatives, the rancher would be given title to 
range improvements on the offered/private lands under 
Section 4 range improvement permits and would be 
term ranching use of the offered/private lands and 
associated range improvements. The BLM would see 
an increase of approximately $841 per year in grazing 
receipts under the proposed action and $1,633 under 
the equal appraised value alternatives due to the 
additional permitted livestock (Table 3). 

The proponents would offer to lease the selected/ 
public lands to the ranchers for grazing, allowing the 
use of range improvements on these lands. Whether 
these lnads are leased or not, under Arizona's Fence- 
No Fence Districts (Open Range) Law, livestock 
would have access to them unless and until they are 
fenced; however, forage would not be allocated from 
these lands. 

The selected/public lands are proposed to be sold 
in 40- and 160-acre parcels, which means an increased 
number of land owners within the ranch. The 
could continue to lease the grazing until the landowner 
fences the property from livestock access. In the long 
term, as each landowner builds fences, the overall 
number of cattle that the rancher could graze would 
decrease. If the exchange does not occur, grazing 
administration would remain as it is. The 
offered/private lands would remain in private 
ownership and be sold in 40- and 160-ecre parcels and 


co 
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the selected/public lands would remain in public 
ownershup, managed for multiple use. Most of th: 
selected/public lands are bordered or surrounded by 
private lands proposed for sale in 40- and 160-aecre 
percels. As these parcels are fenced by landowners, 
the public lands will see reduced access for grazing 
and the long-term integrity of the ranch will be 
compromised. 


People and cattle 

All of the ranches have some “private 
uncontrolled” lands where people currently or 
potentially will rede. The overall effect of the land 
exchange on each of the allotments would vary 
according to the amount of selected/public and 

Current effects of people living within a ranch 
boundary include a decrease in grazabie lands as they 
are fenced off from livestock, vandalism of range 
improvements, livestock death losses from vehicies 
and harassment of livestock. Generally, these factors 
associated with private lands decrease the efficiency of 
the ranching operation aad the value of the ranch. 
Thus, as areas are blocked into public ownersiup, 
these problems lessen and therefore mcrease the 
integrity of the ranch. Under the proposed action and 
areas to be blocked into public ownership can expect 
to have fewer of the above-stated problems than sreas 
blocked into private ownersup. Under the no action 
alternative, the land sales would be over a much 
broader area and the problems associated with people 
living within a ranch would continue in the 


Compensation for ranch developments 

The ranchers would be compensated for the ranch 
developments on selected/public lands. Ownershup of 
these developments would be transferred with the 
selected/public lands but remain svailable for use if 
the permittee elects to lease these lands. 

Easements for range developments, such as 
allotment boundaries needed to ensure the integrity of 
the ranch, are discussed below for each ranch. If 
perpetual easements are given, the rancher will have 
continued use of the development, so no compensation 
will be needed. Appendix J lists range improvements 
cn the selected/public lands. 


Effects to each ranch 
Each ranch would undergo changes in percentage 
of private and public land ownership (maps § and 9). 
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Table 3. Grazing management changes (* based en 1997 rate of $1.35 per AUM) 








































































Hackberry 0 - 128 
Walapai Ranch 0 - 482 
(- 423) 
Cedar Canyon 0 - 287 
(0) 
Boriana Unit B 0 Ephemeral 
Hibernia Peak Unit A 11,139 1,104 $1,490.40 
Hibernia Peak Unit B 2,032 220 $297.00 
Diamond Joe 1,010 4 $113.40 
Big Sandy 2,205 228 $274.05 
Boriana Unit A 972 - 1,110 - 114 - $153.90 
(332) (24) ($32.40) 
Happy Jack Wash 30 - 4,498 - 205 - $276.75 
(- 3,170) (- 144) (- $194.40) 
La Cienega 37,417 34,692 - 2,725 - - $81.00 
(35,518) (- 826) (- 18) (- $24.30) 
Chicken Springs 7,504 16,512 9,008 288 $388.80 
Crossman Peak 7,050 642 - 6,408 Ephemeral N/A 
(6,730) (- 6,087) 
Totals 68,907 @,234 + 251 + 8 + $841.65 
(60,068) (9,234) (+ 9,167) (+ 1,235) | (+ $1,633.58) 











(NOTE: Figures in parentheses represent figures under the equal appraised value alternative) 





Big Sandy allotment percent. At the current federal grazing fee rate (FY98 
= $1.35/AUM), BLM grazing receipts would increase 
Proposed action by $274.05 per year. 
Approximately 2,205 acres of offered/private 
lands would become public. These lands, not leased Equai appraised value 


by the rancher, support forage for approximately 19 The impacts would be the same as those under the 


CYL. proposed action. 
Livestock numbers on this allotment would 


increase from 655 CYL to 674. The amount of public Ne action 
lands would increase from 74 to 77 percent; however, The offered/private lands would remain in private 
forage allocated from public lands would remain at 89 ownership and the livestock numbers and percentage 
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Map 8. Grazing Allotments- Hualapai Mountains/Dutch Flat Area 
Proposed Change in Land Status 


, 1 A 18 We A iS W. A146 We B13 W. 











: ; "| 
Py ; ' ’ i . i : i Aa. i 
1 i iefel tT | [aiey wi tt | Se 





ie ] 


or tom a pees 


= | T. 19 N. 











ra + tt. je T. 16 N 


fp tt UNIT A | 
& a ) mae 
BORIANA UW i‘ Same 
” ' 8 rae Lal 
oe 
b r js Jd ae oy i 
e : | | T | on | TT T. 17 N. 
am Be gee Se Ce | ‘SS ca am eee F 











wre ooo t—+ — hd ere 7 ein Be _ ~~ 
¢ fume tn meee BIG See ene 6 






































f : > i >>. = Gaon 8 ste lt... A — — 4 
LA Cll oi! Wal | le TH 
‘ " 
= a P ni 
Pt ia’ aaa 
ri | a) a ee eT 
iu sy i | 
j | ic 
Saaee ee | if | be 
' + om uy +c, r 
” “ I 
Lal 
oe = jm | g oo 
ine - one ie ene, 4 | 
Pili. . : 1 Fir isn 
sam a= ee 
5 r J - — i 
" > 
Tt al —— - 
bed tpef T. 16. 
Sear tare ewer | Y “dl 
" oo Lal 
” ad : 
my. oe 














T. 13 N. 














Hualapai Mountain Exchange 





N 
| Subject 
Allotment Boundaries Area 


oN 

———] Public Land 
eee «= Wilderness 
aa 
——— 
__ as 








State Land 
Private Land 


Major Road 7 : — 


| Seeoncay ee __| = 









































TaN 
Tr. aN 
Ton 



































1 t's a 


A 14 WwW. 











be 
ie 





































































































i ‘S o 
7 S be, > 















































R 180 W. 
=: i st 
Ss 
t 
i 
— 
eo 
, 
ne 
— 
n | 
€ 









































































































wel . s 
ot ve . . % 4 a am} 
. : 1 Ff ; ’ si 
oO ; | Meet ty : E 
P i vy fas | : eu 5 . : 
lt ‘a 
= : | 2 ag 
i. is 4 Fs hele * be 
h pv 3 ; 
i ee . 5 ; 
- : 5 ( S 


























Chapter 4 — Environmental consequences 


of public lands would remain unchanged. Dus to the 
remotences of these private lands, it is not anticipated 
that they would be developed in the foreseeable future. 


Beriana Unst A allotment 


Propesed action 
Approximately 2,082 acres of selected/public 
lands in the western portion of tins allotment support 
approximately 13 CYL, winch would become private. 
These lands make up seven percent of the land upon 

winch forage is allocated and support six percent of 
the cattle. There are 972 acres of offered/private lands 
in the allotment which produce forage for 

leased by the rancher and therefore do not currently 
have forage allocated from them, would become public 
and managed for multiple use. 

Based on this, there would be a net loss of 1,110 
acres of BLM lands in the allotment, which supports 
approximately seven CYL. The amount of BLM lands 
would decrease from 74 to 71 percent. If the 
permittee leases these lands from the proponents, the 
amount of livestock on the allotment would increase 
from 202 CYL to 208 as a result of the increased 
amount of BLM and private controlled lands. This 
would decrease the forage allocated from BLM lands 
in the allotment from 94 to 88 percent. At the current 
federal grazing fee rate, this would equate to a 
$111.40 per year reduction in BLM grazing receipts. 

If the selected/public lands are not leased, the 
amount of cattle on the allotment would be reduced 
from 202 CYL to 195 and the amount forage allocated 
from BLM lands would remain at 94 percent. At the 
current federal grazing fee rate, this would equate to a 
$107.19 per year reduction in BLM grazing receipts. 

Three livestock watering facilities — the Section 
30 drinker, the Willow Spring pipeline and the Willow 
Creek endwater — are on selected/public lands in this 
allotment. One mile of the Duncan and Herridge 
Wainut Creek allotment to the north is also on 
selected/public lands. 

If the permittee declines to lease the selected/ 
public lands, the use of the range improvements on 
them may be demied. In this case, the remaining range 
improvements would be sufficient to maintain — 
authorized livestock numbers; however, the loss of the 
concentrations at other watering facilities and may 
result in uneven distribution of livestock. 

As a result of this action, the increase in 
development in this allotment (nine sections of 
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moderately developed private lands are arranged in a 
checkerboard pattern in the allotment) and the amount 
of compleant calls would require more time for 
admamstration of the allotment by the BLM. 


Equal appraised value 

The impacts would be the same as those under the 
proposed action except that these would be 640 acres 
of selected/public lands supporting approximately four 
CYL winch would become private. These lands 
represent 2.1 percent of the land on witich forage is 
allocated and support two percent of the cattle. 
Therefore, there would be a net increase of 332 acres 
of BLM lands in the allotment, which supports 
amount of BLM laads from 74 to 75 percent. 

If the permuttes leases the selected/public iands 
from the proponent, the amount of livestock on the 
allotment would increase from 202 CYL to 208 as a 
result of the increased amount of BLM- and private- 
comtroiled lands. This would decrease the percentage 
of forage allocated from 3LM lands from 94 percent 
to 92; however, the increase in livestock numbers 
would increase BLM grazing receipts by $56.70 using 
the current federal grazing fee rate. 

If the selected/public lands are not leased, the 
amount of livestock on the allotment would increase 
from 202 CYL to 204 as a result of the increased 
public lands. The amount of forage allocated from 
BLM lands would remain at 94 percent. At the 
current federal grazing fee rate, this would equate to a 
$29.70 increase in BLM grazing receipts. 

One mule of the Duncan and Herndge divinon 
fence separating this allotment from the Wainut Creek 
allotment to the north is om selected/public lands. 


Neo action 

The selected/public lands would remain in public 
in private ownersiup. There would be no adjustment 
in total number of AUMs of specified livestock 
grazing. Private uncontrolled lands would continue to 
be developed and the amount of urban interface 
conflicts would continue to rise as the population 
grows. 


This allotment is designated as ephemeral and ail 
forage is allocated from BLM lands. 


Proposed action 
Approximately 652 acres of selected/public lands 
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would become private and public use grazing would 
remain at 100 percent. BLM lands within the 
allotment would be reduced from 85 percent to 79 and 
private uncontrolled lands would increase from 1,791 
acres to 2,443. Since this allotment is designated as 
ephemeral, the amount of revenue from grazing cannot 
be predicted; however, it is not anticipated that the 
decreased BLM lands would reduce revenues. 

The only livestock handling facility on this 
allotment — Corral Number Three — is on the 
selected/public lands. If the permittee loses control of 
this corral, it would be necessary to construct a ssumalar 
facility om BLM lands. There is also 1.5 miles of the 
this allotment from the Happy Jack Wash allotment. 
Currently, there is no development in this allotment. 
No significant impact to livestock management under 
this alternative is anticipated. 


Equal appraised value 

The impacts would be the same as under the 
proposed action except that 640 acres of selected/ 
increase the amount of private uncontrolled lands from 
1,791 acres to 2,431. 

One mule of the Herridge-Smuth and Potter 
boundary fence and a livestock handling facility — 
Corral Number Three — are on selected/public lands. 


No action 
The selected public lands would remain in public 
ownership. It would not be necessary to construct and 
permit a new livestock handling facility. 


Cedar Canyon allotment 


Proposed action 
Approximately 3,199 acres of selected/public 
lands would become private, reducing the amount of 
BLM lands in this allotment from 55 percent to 51. If 
these lands are leased from the proponents for grazing, 
the amount of forage allocated from BLM lands would 

be reduced from 56 percent to 52 and the livestock 
numbers would remain at 597 CYL. At the current 
federal grazing fee rate, this would equate to a 
$387.45 per year reduction in BLM grazing receipts. 
If these lands are not leased, the amount of forage 
allocated from public lands would be reduced from 56 
percent to 55 and the amount of livestock would be 
reduced from 597 CYL to 567. BLM grazing receipts 
would be reduced by $456.30. The loss of 30 CYL 
would result in an estimated decrease of $24,000 to 


$36,000 of the sale value of the ranch based on local 
lending policies of several banks of $800 to $1,200 
per CYL. Also, based on an 83 pescent calf crop at 
$400 per calf per year, a loss of approximately 
$10,000 in anmmal calf sales would be expected. The 
permuttes at presemt holds deeded grazing rights to 
most of the private land on his allotment. 

Under ths alternative, the permattes would be 
compensated for interest held in range improvements 
om selected/public lands. All improvements on the 
authorized by cooperative agreements, i.c., the 
improvement has a shared cost and ownersiup between 
the permittees and the U.S. The permuittes would be 
compensated for two mules of allotmen boundary 
fence, but without a perpetual casement for this fence 
or a reserved casement in the name of the U.S., he 
will be unable to control his livestock to his allotment. 

Under current regulations, a permittee could lose 
BLM grazing privileges if he is unable to control ius 
livestock. It would not be possibile to change the 
allotment boundary funce of this allotment to non- 
selected BLM lands. The permittees would be 
compensated for three miles of pasture fence, but 
without a perpetual casement for this fence or a 
reserved casement in the name of the U.S., he will be 
unable to prevent dnft of livestock from ose pasture to 
another. The Valley-Marshal pasture fence could be 
moved to non-eelected public lands. Moving this 
fence would require seven miles of new fence at a cost 
to the permittee of $24,500. The permittees would be 
compensated for the Henmifen (aka Marshall) tank, but 
access to this water facility could be demed if he does 
not get a perpetual casement from the proponents or a 
reserved casement in the name of the U.S. A new 
stock tank could be constructed on non-selected BLM 
lands one mule to the northeast or one mule to the east. 

Urban interface problems are not expected in the 
near future on this allotment because of the deeded 
grazing rights held by the permittes on most of the 
private lands and because most subdivision activity is 
concentrated on the Walapai Ranch allotment to the 
south. Without perpetual easements for range 
improvements and long-term grazing leases from the 
proponents, it is likely that the proposed exchange will 
source of income from ranching. 


Equal appraised value 
The 3,199 acres of selected/public lands would 
multiple use. 
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Ne action 
The 3,199 aczes of selected/public lands would 
multiple use. 


Chicken Springs allotment 


Propesed action 

Approximately 7,504 acres of selected/public 
lands supporting forage for 19 CYL would become 
private and approximately 16,512 acres of 
offered/private lands would become public. 

The selected/public lands make up six percent of 
the allotment and provide forage for 19 CYL; the 
offered/private lands make up 12 percent of the 
allotment and support forage for 55 CYL. Based on 
this, there would be a net gain of approximately 9,008 
acres of BLM lands and 36 CYL under BLM 
administration, increasing the amount of BLM lands in 
the allotment from 70 percent to 77. 

If the rancher leases the selected/public laads from 
the proponents, the amount of forage allocated from 
BLM lands would increase from 72 percent to 81, 
amounting to an increase of $583.20 in BLM grazing 
receapts based on current grazing fee rates. The 
amount of livestock on the allotment would remain at 
400 CYL. 

If the rancher does not lease the selected/public 
lands, the amount of forage allocated from BLM lands 
would change from 72 percent to 91 and the amount of 
livestock om the allotment would be reduced to 357 
CYL. This loss of 43 CYL would result in a decrease 
in the borrowing capacity of the ranch aad thereby 
reduce its value by an estimated $34,400 to $51,600, 
based on current lending practices of $800 to $1,200 
per CYL. 

Approximately 8,480 acres of private lands are 
intermingled with the selected/public lands in the 
northwestern part of the allotment, which the _ 
proponents are subdividing. It can be anticipated that 
people/livestock conflicts in this area would eventually 
make it unsuitable for raising livestock. Should this 
occur, the loss of the 43 CYL and resulting loss of the 
value of the ranch would be realized. 

By comparing the current private grazing lease 
rate for the offered/private lands of $1,529 per year to 
the projected cost of the $891 under BLM 
administration of the 55 CYL, the savings to the ranch 
would be $638 per year. 

Approximately 10 mules of an allotment boundary 
fence are on the selected/public lands and the private 
lands beang subdivided in this allotment. The 
permuttee would be compensated for his interests in the 


ee merece a aaa 


6.5-mule portion of the fence on the sslected/ public 
lands. If these lands ase not leased by the rancher, or 


when they becomes unsuitable for raising liveutock, it 
would be necessary to realign the allotment boundary, 
requiring comstruction of 17 mules of fence at an 
approximate cost of $59,500 at current prices, which 
in the future may cost as high as $90,000. 

There are also approximately five miles of 
pspeline om the sslected/public lands and ihe private 
lands being subdivided, of which one mile is on 
selected/public lands. This papeline supplies water to 
much of the western portion of the allomment. The 
penmattes has requested that an casement be granted 
for its presemt location om selected/public lends sp that 
it would maantes an adequate drop in elevation to 
susten gravity flow. 

If the selected/public lands are not leased for 
grazing, the permittees would be required to realign the 
utilities to the subdivided lands. This would require 
construction of approximately 5.5 miles of pipeline. 
At current prices, this would cost the permittes 
approximately $24,960 and future costs could be as 
high as $30,000. 


Equal appraised value 
The impacts would be the same as those under the 


proposed action. 


Ne action 

The 7,504 acres of selected/public lande would 
multiple use. The 16,512 acres of offesed/private 
lands would remain private and be subdivided. In 
addition to these offered/private lands, the 8,480 acres 
of private lands in the nosthwestern portion of the 
allotment would yield a total of 24,992 acres to be 
subdivided. Thesn lands provide forage for 
approximately 79 CYL. 

Since remdential development under ths 
alternative would be spread over more than half of the 
allotment and interspersed with BLM lands, it is 
allotment. Some of the private iands would be fenced 
from livestock; however, access by livestock via 
adjacemt BLM lands would remain to the unfenced 
private lands. Therefore, the reduction to the 
available forage would not be great. The widespread 
urban interface problems would greatly hinder the 
efficiency of the ranching operation and increase the 
BLM's admamsetration of this allotment. 

The boundary fence on the selected/public lands 
would remain om BLM lands. Where the fence is on 
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the casement held by the U.S. as long as itis — 
necessary or beneficial for, or im conmection with, the 
admumistration or use of BLM lands susrounding or 
adjacent io the private lands om wich the fence lies. 

The New Well pspeline would remata at its 
current location as long as a grazing lease is in effect 
for the private lands upon winch it is located. If tins 
lease is terminated, the permittees may apply to re- 
route it omto adjacent BLM land, provided casements 
for comer crossings on private lands could be 
obtained. This would require the construction of 
approximately 4.5 males of pipeline at a cost of 
$21,600, at current prices). 


Crossman Peak allotment 


Propesed action 

Approximately 642 acres of offered/private lands 
would become public and approximately 7,050 acres 
of selected/public lands would become private. This 
would resu:t in a net loss of approximately 6,407 acres 
of BLM lands, a reduction from 80 percent to 75. 
This allotment is designated as ephemeral with 100 
percent of the forage allocated from public lands. If 
the rancher chooses to lease the private lands resulting 
from this exchange, the amount of forage allocated 
from public laxds would be reduced to 93 percent. If 
these lands are not leased, the amount of forage 
allocated from public lands would remaan at 100 
percent. Since tins allotment is designated as 
ephemeral, the amount of revenue from grazing cannot 
be predicted; however, it is nut anticipated that the 
decreased BLM lands w_uld reduce revenues. 

Approximately 3.4 males of the Higgoms and 
Lyons pasture fence and 3,500 feet of pspeline used 
for livestock watering are ca selected/public lands in 
tas ailotment. Also, approximately 2.6 mules of the 
Higgoms and Lyons Pasture and Boundary Fence 
separate tis allotment from the Happy Jack Wash 
allotment. 


Equal appraised value 

The impacts would be the saruse as those under the 
proposed action except that 6,730 acres of selected/ 
im a net loss of approximately 6,087 acres of BLM 
lands within the allotment, a reduction from 8U 
percent to 76. 

Approximately 2.2 males of the Higgons and 
Lyons pasture fence and 2.6 mules of the Higgons and 
Lyons pasture and boundary fence are on 
selected/public lands in tins allotment. 


Ne actiesi 
The offered/private lands would reaneim in private 
ownersiup and the selocted/public lands would :ernan 
im public ownersiup. Public land use would remem at 
100 percent. 


Diamend joe allotment 


Propesed action 
Approximately 1,010 acres of offered/private 
lands would become public, increasing the amount of 

BLM lands in the allotment from 68 percent to 73. 
These lands support forage for approximately seven 
CYL and, since they are not lensed by the rancher, 
would increase the livestock on the allotssent from 150 
CYL to 157. The amount of fosage allocated from 
BLM lands would increase from 78 to 79 percent. At 
the current federal grazing fee rate, this would equate 
to a $113.40 per year increase in BLM grazing 
receapts. 


Equal appraised valine 
The impacts would be the same as those under the 


proposed action. 


Ne action 
The private/offered lands would reanaam im private 
ownersiup. Due to the remotences of theses private 
lands, it is not anticipated that they would be 
developed in the foreseeable future. 


Hackberry alletment 


Propesed action 

A total of 1,280 acres of selected/public lands 
would become private aad the BLM would relinquish 
all management of and ices grazing income from 
them. This would reduce the amount of BLM lends in 
the allotment from 48 percent to 46. 

If the rancher leases these lands from the 
proponents for grazing, the nuasber of livestock on the 
allotment would remain at 534 CYL and the amount of 
forage allocated from BLM lands would decrease from 
59 percent to 57. At the current federal grazing fee 
rate, this would equate to a $172.80 per year reduction 
im BLM grazing receapts. 

If the ramcher does not lease the selected/public 
lands, the number of permutted livestock would be 
reduced from 534 to 522 and the amount of forage 
allocated from BLM lands would be reduced from 59 
percent to 58. At the cusrent federal grazing fee rate, 
this would reduce BLM grazing recespts by $199.80 
per year. Based on the current lending policies of 
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local beaks of $800 to $1,200 per amamal umat, the loss 
of 12 animal umsts could resvit in a net loss of $9,600 
to $14,400 to the value of the ranch if the exchange is 
approved. Based on am 83-percent calf crop and 
present values of $400 per calf, the permsites could 
lose an estimated $4,000 per year of income if the 
exchange is approved. 

Cooperative agreements exist for ail of the range 
improvements om the selected/public lands within tins 
allotment. The permuttes would be compensated for 
3.5 mules of allotment boundary fence. Without a 
perpetual casemeni from the new land owner or a 
reserved casement in the name of the U.S. 
government, the permattes will be unshle to preserve 
the integrity of the allotment boundary and unable to 
restrict livestock to the allotment. 

The permattes would be compensated for one mile 
of the Valley Pasture fence, but without a perpetual 
easement from the new landowner or a reserved 
easement in the name of -he U.S., the permuttee would 
be unable to prevent drift of livestock from one 
pasture to another and ought be compensated for the 
entire four males of pasture fence or move a portion of 
the fence to non-selected federal lands. Moving a 
portion of the Valley fence would result in three miles 
of new fence with two new gates or cattle guards and 
costing an estimated $10,500 to $15,500. Loss of any 
pasture within this 27-pasture, 158,400-ecre ranch 
would result in management changes for the permuttes 
and could result in additional labor expense. Loss of 
any public lands within the valley pastures could result 
im increased private land owner/grazing conflicts. 
allotment are not cited for disposal, the increased 
and grazing could result in the removal of grazing 

The permsttee has expressed an interest in 
portion of the allotment south of Highway 66 and the 
other being the two vailey pastures north of Highway 
66. The unit south of the highway is BLM- end 
private-controiied lands. The unit north of the 
highway is checkerboard private-comtroiled, private 
uncontrolled and BLM lands with an existing problem 
of urban interface. 


Equal appraised value 
The impacts would be the same as those under the 


proposed action. 


mmm 


Ne actien 
The 1,280 acres of selected/public lands would 
mmitiple use. As under the proposed action, the 
could result in the removal of grazing from the 
input and environmental review. 


Happy Jack Wash alloement 


Propesed action 
Approximately 4,528 acres of selected/public 
lands would become private, reducing the amount of 

BLM lands in the allotment from 52 percent to 42. 
These lands support approximately 17 CYL of fosage. 

If the rancher leases thess lands for grazing from 
the proponents, the amount of forage allocated from 
BLM lands would be reduced froma 100 percent to 81 
and the livestock numbers on the allotment would 
remem at 90 CYL. At the curremt federal grazing fee 
rate, this would equate to a $276.75 per year reduction 
in BLM grazing recespts. 

If the ramcher does not lease these lands from the 
proponents for grazing, the amount of forage allocated 
from BLM lands would remem: at 100 percent and the 
amount of livestock on the allotanent would be reduced 
from 90 CYL to 73. This would equate to a $275.40 
per year reduction in BLM grazing recespts. 

In addition to the boundary femce mentioned 
within the Boriana Unst B allotment, approximately 
1,250 feet of the Headquarters Pipelime waters 
livestock on selected/puolic lands. 

If the permattes declines to lease the selected/ 
Umprovemnents would be sufficsent to masmtam 
authorized livestock nuaabers. 

The land ownersiup pattern is a checkerboard 
throughout most of the allotment. Substantial 
development has occurred on the private uncontrolled 
sections in the southern portion of the allotment. 
Urban interface conflicts have been Ingh and can be 
expected to rise as the selected/pubblic lands are 
developed. The number of compilest calls will 
increase and more time will be requared by the BLM 
for adeamastration of the allotment and by the 
Permmsttee for livestock management. 
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Equal apprateed value 

The impacts would be the same as those under the 
proposed action except that there would be 
approximately 3,200 acres of selected/public lands in 
the allotment supporting approximately 12 CYL of 
forage. Thas would reduce the amount of BLM lends 
from 52 percent to 45. 

If the ramcher leases these leads for grazing from 
the proponents, the amount of fosage allocated from 
BLM lands could be reduced from 100 percent to 87 
aad the amount of livestock on the allotment would 
remain at 90 CYL. At the cusrent federal grazing fee 
rate, this would equate to a $189.54 reduction in BLM 
grazing recespts. 

If the rancher does not lease these lands from the 
proponents for grazing, the amount of forage allocated 
from BLM lands would reenas at 100 percent and the 
amount of livestock on the allotment would be reduced 
from 90 CYL to 78, a $194.40 per year reduction in 
BLM grazing receapts. 

Ne action 

The selected/public lands would remaim in public 
ownership aud there would be no adjustment in total 
number of AUMs of specified livestock grazing. 
Private umcontroiled lands would continue to be 
developed and the amount of urban interface conflicts 
would rise as the population grows. 


Hiberma Peak Unst A and Unit B 
allotments 


Proprsed action 

Unit A: Approximately 11,139 acres of offered/ 
private land would become public. These lands 
support forage for approximately 92 CYL. BLM 
lands in the allotment, as well as the amount of forage 
allocated from BLM lands, wo.dd increase from 50 
percent to 90. Since these lands are leased by the 
rancher, the amount of livestock permatted in the 
allotment would remain at ©\“ “YI... At the current 
grazing fee rate, tis w ot aaaual BLM 
grazing receipts by $1,425... ~. 

Unst B: Approximately 2,U.2 acres of offered/ 
private land would become public. These lands 
support forage for approximately 18 CYL. Due to the 
smail percentage of BI.M lands in ths allotment (less 
than caght percent), the BLM permut and 
admamstration would contamus on a |00-percent baas 
with the livestock numbers increasing from 10 CYL to 
28. At the current grazng fee rate, this would 
increase annual BLM grazing recespts by $291.60. 

Under the proposed action, overall costs for the 





grazing permats for the addational BILM lends in these 
allotments would be the ssamne es under the current 
private lease. The curremt grazing management system 
will not change under the proposed action. 


Equal apprised value 
The impacts would be the same as those under ths 


proposed actica. 


Ne action 
The offered/private lands would remam leased by 
the rancher (Lease 3-044-SR-01). The lessor can 
termanate thas grazing lease with 90 days written 
notice. The amount of public land use im the A Unit 
would remam at 5O percent and the B Unst would 
remumm beang bailed for 10 CYL at 100 percent public 


grazmg management system would not change. 
La Cienega allcement 


Propesed action 
Approximately 34,692 acres of offered/private 
lands would become public and approximately 37,417 
acres of selected/public lands would become private. 
Of the offered private lends, approximately 24,522 
forage for approximately 96 CYL, and approximately 

10,170 acres ase desagmated for ephemeral caly 
grazng. Of the selected/public lands, approximately 
25,928 acres are demgnated perenaial/ephemeral, 
supporting forage for approximately 104 CYL, sad 
approximately i 1,489 acres are designated for 
ephemeral only grazing. The approximately 36,146 
acres owned by the propoment whech ase designated 
perenmal/ephemerai and are beg developed support 
forage for approximately 145 CYL. 

Based on this, there would be a net loss of 2,725 
acres of BLM lands im the allotment, whach supports 
approximately =x CYL. If the permattes chooses to 
lease the selected/public lands and the lands owued by 
the proponent, the ammount of livestock on the 
allotment would remanan at 500 CYL aad BLM lands in 
the allotment would decrease from 42 percent to 41. 
However, the amount of forage from the 
selected/pnivate lands and lands retamed by the BLM 
would increase the amount of forage allocated from 
BLM lands from 40 percent to 50. At the current 
federal grazing fee rate, thes would equate to an 
increase of $810.00 in BLM grazing receipts. 

If the permattee chooses not to lease these lands 
from the proponents, the amount of livestock on the 
allotment would decrease by approxnmately 249 CYL 
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and 80 percent of the forage would be allocated from 
BLM iends. At the cusrent federal grazing feo rate, 
tas would equate to a $12.96 per year imcrease in 
BLM grazing recespts. 

It is amtacapated that with development occurring 
withen thes runch, the mumber of compiasmst calls will 
uncrease and more tume will be required by the BLM 
for adaamustrution of the allotment and by the 
pevmattes for livestock menagement. 


Equal appraised value 

The impacts to dus allotment would be the same 
as those under the proposed action except that 
approximately 35,518 acres of selected/public lands 
would become private. Of these, approximately 
25,288 acres are designated perenmal/ephemeral, 
which support forage for approximately 101 CYL, and 
approximetely 10,230 acres are designated for 
ephemeral only grazing. Based on this, there would 
be a net loss of 826 acres of BLM lands in the 
allotment, which supports approximately three CYL. 

If the permuttee chooses to lease thees lands from 
the proponents, the impacts would be the same as 
those under the proposed action. 

If the permattee does not lease these lends, the 
amount of cattle in the allotment would be reduced by 
approximately 246 CYL, and 80 percent of the forage 
would be allocated from BLM lands. At the current 
federal grazing fee rate, this would equate to a $51.84 
per year increase in BLM grazing recespts. 


Ne action 
The selected/public lands would remain in public 
ownership and there would be no adjustment 1n iotal 
number of AUMs of specified livestock grazing. The 
deeded lands would be developed and the amount of 
urban interface conflicts would nse as the population 


grows. 
Walepes Ranch allotment 


Proposed action 

Approximately 5,195 acres of selected/public 
lands would become private and the BLM would 
relmquash ail management of and grazmmg :acome fii 
them. The amount of BLM lands in this allotment 
would change from 36 percent to 19. If the rancher 
leases the selected/public lands from the proponents, 
the livestock numbers in the allotment would remsin at 
236 CYL and the forage allocated from BLM lands 
would decrease from 36 percent to 19. At the current 
grazing fee rate, this would equate to $650.70 per year 
reduction in BLM grazzag receipts. 
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If these selected/publsc lands ave not leased, the 
numaber of livestock on the allotment would be reduced 
from 236 CYL to 187. Based on cusvent lending 
policies of local banks of $800 to $1,200 per CYL, the 
loss of 49 CYL conid result in a loss of $39,200 to 
$58,200 to the value of the ranch. Based on an 83- 
percent calf crop and present values of $400 per calf, 
the permittee could lose an estimated $16,270 per year 
of income if the exchange is approved. There would 
be a reduction in BLM grazing receipts by $801.90, 
based on the curremt grazing fee rate. 

The persuttes has deeded grazing rights to ail but 

670 acres of the 15,054 private acres in 
the allotment and also has almost 4,000 acres of 
Anzona state land leased. Fosage would not be 
allocated for the selected/public lands uniess the 
through his authorized ranch cansager, has stated that 
he will not be able to contiaus im the livestock 
business unless he can obtam long-term grazmg nights 
on the selected/public lands and casements for ail 
range improvements. 
would be compensated for interest held in range 
Lmaprovements on selected/public lands. Ail 
improvements except for pspelines and a shapping 
corral ase under cooperative agreements whereby the 
pormattes and the U.S. share the cost and ownership in 
all fences. 

The permsttes would be compensated for nino 
mules of allotment boundary fence, but without a 
perpetual casement to preserve the integnity of the 
fence or a casement reserved in the name of the U.S., 
he will be unable to masntaim control of livestock to 
has allotment. Except for the north/south boundary 
fence between thus allotment and tho Hackberry 
allotment, it would not be posssble to change allotment 
boundary fences to nom-selected BLM lands. 

The permsttee would be compensated for six mies 
of pasture fences, but will be unable to mamtam 
control of livestock im the pastures without a perpetual 
casement from the now landowner or a casement 
reserved in the name of the U.S. for pasture fences. It 
would not be posssble to realign pasture fences to non- 
selected SLM lands. 

Approximately 4.5 meles of pspelime would be 
compensated for and once the selected/public lands 
becoras private, the pepelans would need to be moved 
to existing easements along section limes o1 the 
Permuttee could seek perpetur] easements from the new 
land owner. 

Two earthen tenks would be compensated for; 


they are supplied by the existing prpelimes and would 
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need to be replaced with new carthen tanks or new 
metal troughs. One livestock shapping corral would be 
comspensated for; it would need to be moved to other 
BLM lands or private contr-iled lands, or a perpetmal 
easement could be obtained from the new land owner. 

Several of the fences on thas allotment have old 
deeded casemnents that may require purchase to 
produce a clear title to the selected/public lands. 

Although ts allotment has some urban interface, 
problems have not surfaced because the permuttee has 
reserved deeded easements for range improvements, 
grazing and access on exisung private lands. As the 
private property becomes more developed and more 
land 1s fenced from livestock, a ime may come when 
grazing is no longer economucally possible on this 
allotment. 


Equal appraised value 

The impacts would be the same as under the 
proposed action except that there are 4,556 acres of 
selected/public lands in the allotment. The amount of 
BLM lands would change from 36 percent to 21. If 
the rancher leases the selected/public lands from the 
proponents, the livestock numbers would remain at 
236 CYL and the forage allocated from BLM lands 
would decrease from 36 percent to 21. At the current 
federal grazing fee rate, this would equate to a 
$573.48 per year reduction in BLM grazing receapts. 

If the selected/public lands are not leased, the 
number of livestock on the allotment would be reduced 
from 236 CYL to 193. The loss of 43 CYL could 
result in a loss to the value of the ranch of $34,400 to 
$51,600 based on the current lending policies of local 
banks. The permuttee’s income could be reduced by 
an estimated $14,276 per year from reduced calf sales, 
based on a 83 percent calf crop. BLM grazing receipts 
would be reduced by $594.70 based on current federal 
grazing fees. 

Under this alternative, there are two carthen stock 
tanks, four and one-half mies of pipeline, one corral 
facility, seven mules of pasture fence and three and 
one-half mies of allotment boundary fence on the 
selected/pubhic lands. 


Ne action 
The 5,195 acres of selected/public iands would 
remain under BI.M ownership and be administered for 
nmiuple use. 


UofA study of effects to ranches 
invoived in the exchange 


Exchamge: Effects on Ranching and Provision of 
Public Services in Mohave County” is available from 
the BLM Kingman Field Office upon request. The 
following section summarizes the findings of impacts 
to the 13 allotments involved in the exchange. The 
report analyzes impacts of the proposed action im the 
draft ETS, but can easily take imso account the agemcy- 
preferred alte:native descnbed in this final EIS duc to 
the composate nature of the analysis. 

The equal appraised value alternative differs from 
the proposed action in that there are approximately 
8,900 acres fewer selected/publac land acres ia ‘he 
equal appraised valuc alternative. A large portion of 
these lands, approximately 3,199 acres, are in the 
Cedar Canyon allotment, whach would be removed 
from the exchange. The remamung 5,729 acres of 
selected/public lands excluded from the proposed 
action alternative in the dreft EIS are scattered 
throughout the Walapa: Ranch, Borans Unit A and 
Unit B, Happy Jack Wash, Crossmen Peak and La 
Cienega allotments. 

To amalyze the effects uf the exchange, data were 
cvllected from the affected ranches and other ranching 
studies 1 Amzona and other parts of the western U.S. 
developed for three “average” ranches to represent the 
three situations into which each ranch can be 
categorized; those with offered/privete lands (offered 
(selected scenano ranch) and those with both 
otfered/private and selected/public (muxed svenano 
ranch). 

The effects to individual ranches were not 
presented so the confidentiality of busmess and income 
data of the ranchers could be protected as weil as for 
clanty of presentation. Economuc assessments were 
made for each ranch and the ra»:hers were provided 
The baseline data and econor ac impact estumates do 
not exactly match those of anv one ranch. However, 
they do provide an accurate portrayal of the effects of 
development in a blocked or dispersed pattern on the 
affected ranches. 
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The analysis presents baseline costs and returns 
for each of the three ranch scenarios. These are 
compared with data sets in the following tables to 
analyze a variety of projected circumstances. These 
baseline costs also serve to analyze effects of short- 
term impacts without a land exchange. High and low 
ranges r-flect differences in resources and management 
practices. The high category represents the best case 
scenario (good year) with the combination of high 
prices and low costs and the low category (bad year) 
‘representing the opposite. Debit levels or leverage 

positions were not factored into this analysis. In 
analyzing the long-run scenarios, it is assumed that 
cattle would be fenced from the private developed 
lands. This would obviously greatly reduce the use of 
are intermingled in a checkerboard ownership pattern. 
It is also assumed that some private lands would 


Offered scenario ranch | 
This composite ranch is 40 percent BLM, 25 
percent state, 30 percent private lease and five percent 
private deeded land, and has 351 cows. The proposed 

land exchunge would transfer ownership of the 
offered/pnivate lands to the BLM. The number of 
cows would increase from 351 to 393, a result of the 


errr 


BLM permuthng cattle on the formerly unieased 
private lands. Table 4 presents different costs and 
returns under different circumstances and imeframes. 
Figures in parentheses represent negative reaurns. 

With the land exchange, the offered scenano 
ranch net income creases mi the high category (good 
year) and shows improvement in the low category (bad 
year). If the ranch loses access to private lease lands 
because of development, the operation does not carn 
enough income to cover fixed costs. In some years, 
the ranch may not cover average variable costs. 
Although the exchange would significantly reduce the 
losses associated with development of private lease 
lands, it would not be enough to allow for positive 
ranch income. 


Selected scenario ranch 

This composite ranch is 55 percent BLM, 11 
percemt state, 20 percent private lease and 14 percent 
private deeded land, and has 251 cows. In this scenario, 
have to be leased to maintain the present number of 
cows. The lease would cost more than BLM grazing 
fees, hence a slight decrease in returns. Table 5 
presents the different costs and returns of the ranch 
under different circumstances and timeframes. Figures 
m parentheses represent negative returns. 
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Table 5. Selected scenario ranch méormation 
Selected ranch bess Short rua, land Short mua, land Long run, 20 Long rua, lend 
unformation exchange occurs, exchange occurs, exchenge occurs, exchenge occurs, 
with private lense develop:..eat occurs, development occurs development occurs 
without private lease | on private leases lands Qn private leases 
lands, including 
setected land 

Number 251 251 yx) | 75 bt] 
of cows i! 

High Low High Low Low High Low High Low 
Gross $129,607 | $99,873 | $129,607 | $99,873 | $119,238 | $91,383 | $38,882 $29,962 | $25,921 $19,975 
income 
Vanabie $66,484 | $67,739 $66,535 | $67,790 $59,548 | $60,703 | $19,418 $19,794 | $12,945 $13,196 
costs 
Net $63,123 | $32,134 $63,072 | $32,083 $59,690 | $31,180 | $19,464 | $10,168 | $12,976 $6,779 
cash 
returns 
Fixed $19,462 | $24,847 $19,462 | $24,847 $19,462 | $24,847 | $19,462 $24,847 | $19,462 $24,847 
costs 
Total $85,946 | $92,586 $85,997 | $92,637 $79,010 | $85,550 | $38,880 $44,641 | $32,407 | $38,063 
cous 
Now $43,661 $7,287 $43,610 $7,236 $40,228 $6,333 $2 | ($14,679) | ($6,486) | ($18,068) 
ranch 
income 























In the short run, the exchange would have 
minimal effect on this ranch’s income if the ranch 
obtains leases on the selected/public lands. However, 
even without these leases, the losses from the 
exchange are small. This changes in the long run, 
where widespread development would threaten the 
ranch’s viability with or without the land exchange. 
The exchange would increase the losses from 
development due to the increase in private land; 
however, the effect of the exchange is small compared 
to the losses imposed by development. 


Mixed scenario ranch 

This composite ranch is 66 percent BLM, four 
percent state, 25 percent private and five percent 
private deeded land, and has 270 cows. The exchange 
would reconfigure the ownership of lands from a 
checkerboard pattern into blocks of private and BLM 
lands, since both offered/private and selected/public 
lands exist within its boundares. Some ranches would 
stall conten a significant amount of land in a 
selected/public lands would have to be acquired to 


Table 6 presents the different costs and returns of the 
ranch under different circumstances and time frames. 
Figures in parentheses represent negative returns. 

In the short run, the exchange has virtually no 
impact on the costs and returns of the ranch. In the 
long run, development of private lands implies that the 
ranch would not be viable without an exchange 
because of the private ‘ands scattered over a large area. 
The exchange would allow the ranch to break even. 
Net ranch income is greater with the exchange than 
without it. The exchange would autigate the negative 
effects of development on ranch income. 


Conciusions 

The overall conclusion of this analysis is that in 
the short run, the exchange would have minimal 
impacts on the three composite ranches, especially if 
private leases are obtained on selected/public lands. In 
the long run, development of private lands in the 
offered and selected ranch scenarios would render 
these ranches uneconomic to maintain, regardiees of 
whether the exchange takes place. The Mixed 
Composite Ranch would benefit from the exchange by 
allowing pubiic holdings to be consolidated, which 
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Tabie 0. Mixed scename ranch mfermanen 

Mixed ranch bass Short run, land Short run, land Long run, no land Long run, land Long run, land 

information exchange occurs, exchange occurs, exchange occurs exchange occurs exchange occurs 
No. of 270 270 259 54 162 156 
cows 

Hig.. Caw High Low High Cow High Low High Low High Low 
Gross $96,886 | $77,044 | $96,886 | $77,044 | $93,010 | $73,962 | $19,377 $15,409 | $58,131 | $46,226 | $56,008 $44,521 
income 
Van- $50,036 | $52,390 | $50,097 | $52,451 | $45,858 | $48,117 $9,997 $10,468 | $28,846 | $30,258 | $27,820 $29,176 
able 
costs 
Net $46,850 | $24,654 | $46,789 | $24,593 | $47,152 | $25,845 $9,380 $4,941 | $29,285 | $15,968 | $28,188 $15,345 
cash 
returns 
Fixed $19,117 | $25,867 | $19,117 | $25,867 | $19,117 | $25,867 | $19,117 $25,867 | $19,117 | $25,867 | $19,117 $25,367 
costs 
Total $69,153 | $78,257 | $69,214 | $78,318 | $64,975 | $73,984 | $29,114 $36,335 | $47,963 | $56,125 | $46,937 $55,043 
costs 
Net $27,733 | ($1,213) | $27,672 | ($1,274) | $28,035 ($22) | ($9,737) | ($20,926) | $10,168 | ($9,899) | $9,071 | ($10,522) 
ranch 
income 












































would yield a smaller allotment, but one not as 
negatively impacted by development. 


1,450 new residences, assuming 0.5 acre-feet per year 
as an average use per residence (ADWR 1998). In the 
Antares area, about 120 acre-feet per year of water 
will be consumed by an estimated 240 new residences. 
The likely water source for the new residences in 


Proposed action Dutch flat and Antares is groundwater from wells in 
the Sacramento and Hualapai valleys due to the 
Selected/public lands abundance of groundwater and absence of surface 


This section analyzes the impacts to water 
resources after the selected/public lands have been sold 
as 40-acre parcels for residential development. Such 
development means that each 40-acre parcel will likely 
contain at least one home, one septic system and one 
road; some or all of the parcels may contain wells. 
This section will not analyze land uses that may occur 
should the 40-acre parcels be resold and redeveloped. 


— Surface runoff will likely increase during storms as 
a result of compacted areas such as roads and parking 

areas; such compacted areas reduce the amount of 

— Increased surface runoff could result in higher leveis 
of suspended sediment during storm events. 

— In the Dutch Flat area, approximately 725 acre-feet 

per year of water will be consumed by an estimated 


water in those valleys. However, the number and 
locanons of wells are not known. Each residence 
could contain its own well, but it is more likely that 
several large-capacity wells would supply water via a 
delivery system. The latter is the case in nearby 
Golden Vailey in the Sacramento Valley 25 miles 
north of Dutch Flat. In Golden Valley, two water 
delivery companies (the Pioneer Valley and Goiden 
Valley water improvement districts) deliver 
groundwater from seven |,200- to 1,500-foot deep 
wells to approximately 3,300 homes. 

— The combined pumping of the new wells in the 
Sacramento and Hualapai vaileys to support residential 
development in Dutch Flat and Antares may cause a 
decline in the water table of those areas. Estimating 
the amount of possible groundwater level decline and 
its ming, as weil as the number of weils that those 
areas could support without a groundwater level 
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decline, would require the creation of an in-dapth 
groundwater model for the southern part of the 
Sacramento Valley and the Hualapa Valley. This has 
not been done, and would require information that is 
currently unknown, i.¢., the exact number of wells, 
thear locations and pumping rates. The city of 
Kingman, however, has evaluated its future water 
supply, assuming a population of 290,000 people 
between the years 2040 and 2078. The 1993 City of 
Kingman Water Adequacy Study, by Willdan 
Associates, concluded that “. . . the city has sufficient 
groundwater supplies 0 meet the needs of the next 
century.” This report cid not specifically evaluate the 
groundwater resources under the Dutch Flat and 
Antares areas, and did not evaluate posmbie 
groundwater drawdowns in the parts of the Sacramento 
and Hualapai valleys that were studied. The estimated 
5.5 million acre-feet of recoverable groundwater under 
the Sacramento Vailey subarea suggests that there is 
enough groundwater to support extensive residential 
development in Dutch F'at; however, water table 
declines from long-term pumping from new wells are 
still posmbie. In Golden Valley, in the Sacramento 
Valley 25 miles north of Dutch Fiat, groundwater 
levels have declined 26 feet from 1979 to 1990 
(Rascona 1990). Groundwater withdrawais in Golden 
Valley by the two water improvement districts and the 
Cyprus Mineral Park approaches 1,300 acre-feet/year 
(Rascona 1990). 

~ Groundwater recharge will decrease slightly in the 
Dutch Fiat and Antares areas. Compacted areas 
(roads, parking areas) from residential development 
increase surface runoff and reduce the infiltration of 
surface waier. 

~— There is a possibility that septic tanks associated 
with homes will impact groundwater quality in the 
Dutch Flat and Antares areas. However, the 
likelihood of such groundwater contamination is 
greatly reduced by the arid climate and that the depth 
to groundwater in both areas generally =xceeds 250 
feet. 

— The function of the watershed containing the Dutch 
Flat and Antares areas will change. As previously 
discussed in this section, surface runoff and sediment 
the extraction of groundwater by domestic wells may 
result in a decline in the areas’ water table over time. 
— Groundwater use, surface runoff and sediment load 
will increase in the Dutch Flat and Antares areas at a 
faster rate under the proposed action than under the no 
action alternative. This is because the blocking-up of 
reaidential development; such development would 


occur more slowly under the checkerboard land 
pattern of the no action altemative. 

— Two surface water rights held by the BLM would be 
transferred out of federal ownership (Appandix E). 

— Six earthen stockponds, one waterhaul, one wildlife 
caschment and one weil would leave federal 
ownership. 

— Consultation with AGFD determined that 
Sacramento Valley catchment | will be sbandoned and 
therefore transferred with the property. 


Offered/ private lands 
This section analyzes the impacts to water 
ee a PO SS ee Sy a 


10.7 mules of nparian area in Bull, Hibernia and 
Beecher canyons, Cow Creek and Pilgrim Wash, and 
areas. 

— Existing water sources (stream, springs, stockponds 
and wells) would be aviulable for wildlife and 
livestock. 

— There will be minimal impact to the quantity and 
quality of groundwater. Most land uses authorized by 
the BLM (i.e., livestock grazing and low-impact 
recreation) do not impact groundwater, and wells 
drilled for stockwatering on BLM lands in Anzona 
withdraw small amounts of water (generally less than 
20 gpm). 

— Twenty-one surface water nghts and aght weil 
permits held by the proponents (i.e., Santa Fe Pacific 
Railroad) for stockwatering would be transferred to 
the BLM (Appendix F). Immediately prior to signing 
the closing documents, the exchange proponents have 
agreed to amend the surface water filings to include 
wildlife use. Existing stockwatering aumbers will be 
unchanged as a result of this amendment process. 
Only those nghts held by the exchange proponents 
will transfer to the BLM; no other privately held 
rights will be affected. 

— The BLM would acquire approximately 40 springs, 
four stockponds and two waterhauis. 


Equal appraised value 
Impacts are the same as those under the proposed 
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— Approximately 700 acre-fest/year of water will be 
used in Dutch Fiat under this alternative, as opposed 
to 725 acre-feet/year under the proposed action. It is 
assumed that this water will come from wells in the 
Dutch Fiat and Antares areas; the number and 
lucations of those wells are unknown. The 700 acre- 
feet/year is an estimate based on the construction of 
1,384 new homes in the Dutch Fiat, a water use of 0.5 


— Approximately 70 acre-feet/year of groundwater 
will be withdrawn from the selected/public lands in 
the Antares area under this alternative, as opposed to 
120 acre-feet/year under the proposed action. The 70 
acre-feet/year is an estimate beesd on the development 
of 140 new residences and a groundwater withdrawal 
of 0.5 acre-feet/year. 

— For the selected/public lands, one water right held 
by the BLM would be transferred out of federal 
ownership (Appendix E). 

— One well would be retained in federal ownership. 


No action 


Selected/ public lands 
Assuming no significant change in land uses 
authorized by the BLM, there would be no change to 
the water resources described in Chapter 3 and 
Appendix C. 


Offered/ private lands 

Assuming residential development in the parts of 
the Big Sandy River basin and Hualapai Mountains 
depicted in Map 1, the following impacts are 
anticipated. 
— Surface runoff will likely increase during storms as 
a result of compacted areas such as roads and parking 
lots; such compacted areas reduce the amount of 
into increased surface runoff. 


will be withdrawn as: result of an estimated 1,720 

new residences. The 860 acre-feet/year assumes that 
the offered/private lands are sold as 40-acre parcels, 
that each parcel contains one residence and that each 
residence uses 0.5 acre-feet/year. However, it may 

take many years before the remdential development 

and resulting groundwater withdrawal occur. This is 
because the checkerboard land ownership pattern of 

the no action alternative makes residential 


CCC 


development more difficult than the consolidated land 
ownership pattern of the proposed action and equal 
appraused value alternatives. 

— The combined pumping of ail of the wells in the 
area may cause a decline in the water table. 
Estimating the amount of posmbie groundwater level 
decline and its timang, as well as the number of 
domestic wells that the area could support without a 
decline in the water table, would require the creation 
of a groundwater model for the area. Historically, the 
BLM has not done such modeling for lands that will 
be remain in private ownership. 

— Groundwater recharge will decrease slightly. 
Compacted areas (roads, parking areas) from 
reduces the infiltration of surface water. 

— There is a posmbulity that septic tanks associated 
with homes will impact groundwater quality in the 
area, given that the depth to groundwater is less than 
50 feet in some areus of the Hualapai Mountains and 
Big Sandy River subareas. 

— The function of the watershed containing this part 
of the Big Sandy River basin and the Hualapai 
Mountains will be changed. As previously descnbed 
in this section, surface runoff and sediment erosion 
extraction of groundwater may result in a decline in 
the area’s water table over time. 

— Groundwater use, surface runoff and sediment icad 
will increase in the Dutch Fiat and Antares areas at a 
slower rate under the no action alternative than under 
the proposed action. This is because the blocking up 
of private land under the proposed action will 
accelerate reudential development; such development 
would occur more slowly under the checkerboard land 
pattern of the no action alternative. 

— Existing surface water rights and weil permits 
would most likely continue to be used for 
stockwatering im the short term. However, as parcels 
be amended to reflect these new uses. 


Sociceconomics 
Population and demographics 


Proposed action 
Projections for the year 2005 indicate that 
Mohave County will have an anmual growth of 3.14 
percent, well above the state’s rate of 2.3 percent, 
making Mohave County one of the fastest growing 
counties in the state (Arizona Department of Ecomomc 
Security, Research Administration, Populaticn 
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Statistics Unit, February 1997). Using the calculation 
of one dwelling per 40 acres, there could potentially 
be 1,450 new remdences in the Dutch Fiat erea and 
240 new remdences in the Antares area. However, the 
exchange of these lands would not likely affect the 
demographics. 


Equal appraised value 
The impacts om county popuiation and 
demography would be the same as those under the 
proposed action. 


No action 
The impacts on county population and 
demography would be the same as those under the 
proposed action. 


Taxes 


Proposed action 
Transferring ownership of the offered/private 
lands from private to federal would not likely affect 
County would lose $12,000 in private property taxes, 
less than 0.01 percent of the county’s total collections. 
The county could initially gain an estimated $86,000 
in private property taxes assessed on the selected/ 

public lands. 

This potential assessment of the selected/public 
lands is based on the Mohave County Assessor’s far 
market value on surrounding lands previously sold -- 
parcels ranged from $S0 to $267 per acre. That 
amount is multiplied by an assessment of 16 percent 
for Class 4 lands (agriculture or vacant) and the total 
is then multiplied by the tax rate, which vanes per tax 
district. 

The initial net increase to Mohave County is 
$74,000. Once these parcels are broken into 40- and 
160-acre parcels, it is expected that the fair market 
value of these lands will increase, thus increasing 
personal property tax revenue for Mohave County. 


Equal appraised value 
Mohave County would lose $9,763.88 in PILT 


payments, but this would be offset in part by $5,675 
in PILT payments for the offered/private lands. The 
total net loss to Mohave County in PILT payments is 
estimated to be $4,089. 

Mohave County would gan $72,567 in private 
property taxes assessed on the selected/public lands. 
The impacts would be the same as those under the 
proposed action. The initial net increase to Mohave 


County is $60,556. Once these parcels are broken 
into 40- and 160-ecre parcels, it is expected that the 
far market valine of theses lands will increase, thus 
increasing personal property tax revenue for Mokave 
County. 


No action 
Without the land exchange, there would be no 
change in the existing amount of federal PILT 
payments, the annual property taxes paid to the county 
for private lands or the grazing fees collected by the 
BLM. 


Yucca School District 


Prepesed actien 

Sale and subssquent development of private lands 
will impact the Yucca School Distnct regardless of the 
owners into the school district. The bulk of the 
private land within the school district is clasmfied as 
agricultural land. With sales occurring im 40-ecre 
parcels, the land would be reciasufied as rural, 
regardiess of the exchange. This change in 
classification would increase the tax base for the 
school district. 

In general, more students in the school district 
means thet more services would be aseded no matter 
what the land ownersiup pattem. The main difference 
between the proposed action and the no action 
alternatives is how the distribution of these services 
would be affected. 

Under the proposed action altemative, rural 
development would be spread over a smailer area (200 
square miles) and development would be more 
consolidated and, therefore, easter for the schools to 
service. Bus service would be more efficient with a 
blocked ownersiup pattern. 

Under the no action alternative, people would be 
spread over a much larger area (500 square miles) and 
service of students over such a large aren would be 
much more difficult. 

The Yucca Schoal District will be affected by the 
land sales in addition to the effect om the efficiency of 
services provided. How much in the way of services 
and how soon they will be needed 1s dependant on 
how soon people with school-eged cluidren move to 
the aren. Thes, m turn, depends on future industnal or 
other development witinn the area. 

A calculation of the potential private property 
taxes for the selected/public lands withun the school 
district estimates that the tax base would increase by 


nearly $20,000 with the exchange. 
51 
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Equal appracsed value 
The tax base for the school district would increase 


by nearly $17,000. 


No action 
Without the exchange, there would be no change 
in the tax base in the school district. The ownership 
inefficient by spreading people out over 500 square 
mules. 


Public safety 


Proposed action 
Blocking up private land and eliminating the 
checkerboard land ownership pattern would aid in the 
response time to private land owners. 


Equal appraised value 
The county sheriff's department will continue to 
provide law enforcement to those areas. The 
checkerboard land pattern may impact response time. 


No action 
The county sheriff's department will continue to 
provide law enforcement to those areas. 


Yucca Fire District 
The land exchange and alternative could affect the 
Yucca Fire District and the BLM fire organization. 


Proposed action 

By blocking up private lands, response time for 
more efficient service. 

The Yucca Fire District could potentially expand 
to approximately 300 square miles to provide coverage 
for the blocked private land area. If this area was 
brought into the Yucca Fire District, two or three 
more substations would be needed along Alamo Road 
and in the Dutch Fiat area. 

The road system put in by the developer would 
enhance access in the Dutch Flat area where the fuels 
are light and these roads would be effective fire 
breaks. Water in this area would be more readily 
available than in the Huslapa: Mountains. 

Fire coverage for the blocked public lands in the 
Hualapai Mountains would be provided by the BLM. 
Implementation of a prescribed fire plan could occur, 
lowering the possibility of a catastrophic fire. 


Equal appraised value 
The impacts would be the same as those under the 


TT 


proposed action. 


Ne action 

Emergency fire services in the checkerboard land 
patterns by the nearest fire district for private lands 
will continue. The BLM and the Yucca Fire District 
would provide firefighting coverage in the 

The Yucca Fire District could potentially expand 
to approximately SOO square miles. If this area was 
brought into the Yucca Fire District, the two or three 
substations identified would be needed. An additional 
two to four substations would have to be built to cover 
the mounteinous areas and the BLM would potentially 
need to set up a fire station in the Husiapai Mountains 
to provide coverages. 

Access for both residence and emergency 
equipment would be improved by roads built by the 
developer, but the steep slopes would be a problem. 
Yucca water tenders can currently reach just past the 
Antler Mine area on the Boriana Mine road. 
Extensive upgrades of roads would be needed for 
access by fire engines, water tenders, otc. 

The fuel loads and types in the Hualapai 
Mountains would present safety problems for both 
people and possessions. The first priority would be to 
evacuate homeowners. The roads would provide 
possible fire breaks, but would not stop the fire in a 
heavy-fuel, high-wind situation. Water availability in 
the Hualapai Mountains would be a concen. 


Biological resources 


Habitat evaluation procedure 

A separate biological report was prepared in 
support of this project (BLM 1997). AGFD and BLM 
biologists agreed to the analysis method used for the 
report, which is based on the habitat evaluation 
procedure developed by the USFWS. 
were developed and 18 key species or groups of 
species were considered for evaluation to gauge the 
extent or magnitude of impacts from the proposed 
action and no action alternatives. Six species were 
would do the most toward satisfying the wildlife and 
plant resource objectives identified in the biological 
report. In addition, the selected species often serve as 
“umbrella species” for other species. In other words, 
sance elk and Hualapai Mexican vole share the same 
elk habitat as weil. 
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Land ownership impacts 

Under the propased action, the checkerboard land 
ownership pattern would be changed to consolidated 
blocks of private and public lands. Management of 
comtiguous (non-checkerboard) public lands provides 
enhanced opportunities to manage wildlife and theer 
conservation of a variety of habitats for most species. 
Habitat changes are shown in Table 7. In the project 
area, habitat for the two listed species, Mexican 
spotted owl and Hualapai Mexican vole, would be 
secured by resolving the checkerboard land status. 

In addition, the BLM, USFWS and AGFD would 
have the ability to focus on long-term goals and 
objectives for conservation and recovery of 
endangered species. The BLM would bear the burden 
of consultation with the USFWS and implementation 
of the Endangered Species Act on lands inhabited by 
endangered species only on existing and newly — 
acquired public lands. This would also remove the 
necessity for private land owners to coordinate with 


will be restricted primarily to the Dutch Flat and 
resource management on the blocked private lands 
lands in Dutch Fiat and along Antares Road can be 
Several possible scenarios or outcomes would occur, 
home and road construction, leveling of lots, fencing, 

In addition, wildlife may be adversely affected by 
increased traffic, off-road vehicles, harassment and 
mortality due to free-roaming cats and dogs. 

Impacts as a result of implementing the equal 
appraised value alternative would be the same as those 
identified under the proposed action with the 
following exception. Approximately 3,840 acres of 
seam-desert grassland haintat will remain in public 


ownership in the Antares area and approximately 
5,060 acres of creosote-wiite bursage habitat would 


remain in public ownersiup in the Dutch Fiat area 
(Table 7). These acres would be subject to the same 
impacts as those identified under the no action 
alternative. 

Under the no action alternative, the benefits to 
action would not be realized. Impacts of urbanization 
would be more widespread over a larger area under the 
no action alternative and result in twice as much 
habitat beang negatively affected by associated human 
activities. Management of both private and public 
lands in this scenano would be burdensome. 


Srecies evaluation 

The previous discussion on land ownership 
impacts applies to ail of the species selected for 
evaluation, habitat umits were used to objectively 
develop a measurement for comparing the two 
alternatives. The value or number of habitat units was 
based on a combination of the habitat type and its 
value to a species in combination with ownership 
relative value of one alternative compared to the other. 
Generally, the higher the number of the habitat units, 
the better the alternative is for the species being 
evaluated (Appendix I and BLM 1977). 


Mule deer 

Under the proposed action alternative, mule deer 
habitat values are 52,728 habitat units for the project 
area. Under the no action alternative, habitat values 
are lower at 23,180 habstet units for the project area. 
This difference suggests that the proposed action 
represents a postive management change for mule 
deer. The species will not only gain in acreage of 
habitats it prefers, i.e., Arizona inmtenor chaparral, but 
integrity than those found under the no action 
alternative. Under the proposed action, open space 
will essentially be conserved, benefitting deer by 
allowing them free movement and habitats relatively 

Impacts to mule deer under the equal apprased 
value alternative would be the same as those identified 
under the proposed action with the following 
exception. Approximately 3,840 acres of ssani-desest 
grassland habitat would remain in public ownersiup in 
the Antares arca and approximately 5,060 acres of 
creosote-white bursage habstat would remain in public 
ownership in the Dutch Fiat area (Table 7). Mule deer 
utilizing these acres will be subject to the same 
impacts as those identified under the no action. 
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Table 7. Habitat changes under the proposed action and equal appraised value alternatives 












































Ponderosa pine-Gambel oak 330 0 + 330 
Arizona intenor chaparral 24,904 0 + 24,904 
Crucifixion-thom-muixed shrub 1,817 0 + 1,817 
Joshua tree-juriper 9,111 7,004 + 2,107 
Paloverde-muixed cacti 21,374 1,445 + 19,929 
Joshua tree-mixed shrub 11,370 31,111 - 19,741 
Creosote-white bursage 5,705 (15,089) 18,109 - 12,404 
Semi-desest grassland 0 (6,220) 10,020 - 10,020 
Riparian scrub 1,328 1,926 - 588 
Riparian 10.7 miles 0 miles +10.7 
NOTE: Acreages are approximate. Acreages shown in parentheses are for the equal appraised value 





Under the no action alternative, mule deer will 
not gain preferred habitat. Areas of preferred habitat 
will remain in a checkerboard land status and 
eventually the private land will be developed into rural 
residential developments. This will result in 
progressive degradation of habitat values for mule deer 
on the private lands as weil as on the adjacent 
intermingled public lands. It is expected that mule 
deer numbers will decline in the project area. 


Gambel's quail 
units will be at 53,543 for the project area. Under the 


5,060 acres of creosote-whute bursage habitat would 
remain in public ownersiup in the Dutcis Fiat area 

(Table 7). Gambel’s quail utilizing these acres will be 
subject to the same impacts as those identified under 


the no action alternative. 


Impacts to Gambel's quail from the no action 
alternative are sumlar to those described for mule 


deer. 


Huaiapai Mexican vole 


Vole habstats on private lands, whether blocked 
up or checkerboarded, are comssdered to be at great 
risk for lomg-term survivability. Because voles are so 











no action alternative, habitat umits were lower at 
47,736 habitat units for the project area. Although it 
appears that there is little difference between the two 
alternatives, habitats under the proposed sctios will 
under the no action alternative. In addition, benefits 
for quaal are samalar to those described for mule deer. 
Impacts to Gambel’s quail under the equal 
appressed value alternative would be the same as those 
identified under the proposed action with the 
following exception. Approximately 3,840 acres of 
seam-desert grassland habitat would remain in public 
ownerdup in the Antares area and approximately 


limated im distribution and not cnmsidered adaptable to 
or tolerant of real estate development and human 
the BLM's management capabulity to resolve conflicts 
to comesrve am cadamgered species would be nearly 
nonexistemt. Under private land ownershap subject to 
development, the likelihood of these lands beng 
mantened in a way that contributes to long-term 
conservation of the Hualapas Mexican vole is very 
remote sad not smticipated. 

Under tho proposed action, approximately 348 











Chapter 4 — Enaronmental consequences 


greater than the 17.4 habstat units available under the 
no action. From the perspective of long-term 
comservation of the vole, public lands provide a much 
greater degree of security and preservation options. 
Acquistion of these lands would be in agreement with 
goals and objectives of the Hualapai Mountams 
Research Netural Area/ACEC, which includes 

This action would result in 330 acres of voie habstat, 
under protection of federal laws, such as the 
Endangered Species Act. Conservation of endangered 
species on federal lands is required by law, whercas 
similar actions on private lands are more discretionary 
on the past of the land owner. 

Under the proposed action, 330 acres of suitable 
public and no suitable habstat would become private. 
A determination of May Effect - Beneficial for the 
vole has been made for the proposed action. 

Impacts to the Hualapa: Mexican voie and its 
would be the same as those identified under the 
proposed action. There is no vole habstat in the 
selected lands that dropped out under this alternative. 

Under the no action alternative, 17.4 habstat units 
(Appendix I) are available to voles on lands being 
considered under this proposal. Only 330 acres of 
ponderosa pine/Gambel oak habitat are involved in 
this exchange. Under the no action alternative, private 
comtnibute to recovery of this endangered species if 
any type of usban or rural land development occurres. 
The burden of compliance with the Endangered 
Species Act would rest with the private land owner, 
rather than siufting to the federal government. 

In the long term, if these private lands were 
developed, the local vole population would gradually 
even more endangered, putting additional pressures on 
remasmung public lands to sustain the overall 
population. The lack of acquisstion of lands identified 
under the RMP would result in less effective 
management of vole habstat, and urbamzation would 
lands supporting the vole would eventually lose ths 


Spotted owl habstats on private lands, whether 
checkerboarded or blocked up, are considered to be at 
great risk for long-term survivability. Owis are so 


limeted in distribution and not comidered adaptable or 
tolerant of real estate development and naman 
lands supporting spotted owis. Under private 
ownersiup, the RLM's management capahality to 
resolve conflicts to ccassrve an endangered species 
would be neasly nonexistent. Consequently, under 
private land ownersiup subject to development, ihe 
likelihoud of these lands beng masmtammed in a way 
thet comtributes to long-term conservation of the 
Mezicam spotted owi is very remote wad not 
amticipated. 

Under the proposed action, approximately 216 
greater than the 18.4 habstet umsts available under the 
no action. From the perspective of the owl and ‘ts 
long-term conservation, public lands provide a arx-b 
greater degree of security and preservation opti srs. 
Thus action would result in 330 acres of potential owl 
habstat becomung public under protection of federal 
lawe, such as the Endangered Species Act. 
Conservation of endangered species on federal lands is 
requared by law, whereas sumaler actions om private 
lands are more discretionary om the part of the land 
owner. 

Under the proposed action, 330 acres of sustable 
habstat for the Mexican spotted owl would become 
public and no sustable habstat would become private. 
A determanation of May Effect - Beneficial for the ow! 
has been made for the proposed action. 

Impacts to the Mexican spotted cwi and its habstat 
under the equal apprassed value alternative would be 
the same as those identified under the proposed acton. 
There is no spotted ow! habstat in the selected Lands 
that dropped out under thus alternative. 

Under the no action alternative, 18.4 habstat unsts 
are available to spotted owis on lands beng comsdered 
under this proposal. Only 330 acres of ponderosa 
pane/Gamabel oak habstat are mvoived in thes exchange. 

In che long term, if these private lands were 
developed, potential ow! habstat would gradually 
become even more cadangered, putting addstional 
pressures om the remeameng public lands to susie the 
overall poyuianon. Under the no action alternative, 
the orivate lands supporting the Mexican spotted ow! 
may eventually lose theer capabality to eapport thas 
speci:: -d, therefore, would not contribute to its 
lomg-torm conservation. 


Desert terteise 
Desert tortosss hebeiat in the Kingman Pieid 
Office asea has been classified as category |, II or Ill, 
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dependent on mamagecnent capabilities and the relative 
densities of desert tortoises (Chapter 3, Affected 
be a net gain (8,724 acres) in the higher priority 
category I (656 acres) and II (8,068 acres) habitats 
comung under federal protection and a net loss in the 
lower priority Category III habstat (Table 3). 
Category | and II habstats are considered essential or 
potentially essential to sustamming viable populations of 
tortoises over the long term. There would be a net 
loss of 22,565 acres of the lower quality Category III 
habitat where conditions to support desert tortoises are 
in much lower densities. Overall, there would be a 
net loss im quantity of desert tortoise habstat of 13,841 
acres, offset by a net gain in quality of tortoise habitat 
duc to acquisition of 8,724 acres of higher quality 
tortoise habstat. 

Although there will be a net loss of overall 
be no net loss of the more desirable category | and II 
habitats. The Category III habitats being lost to 
development, already considered marginal for tortoise, 


to category | and II areas and are not considered 
shen enslateioianeliit lati 
over the long term. 


Habstat reclassification for desert tortoise 
Under the proposed action, resolution of the 
checkerboard land ownership pattern and the resulting 

consolidation vf high-quality desert tortoise habitat 
would result in a recategorization of some tortoise 
habitats (Table 9). Some acquired Category II habitat 
(15,945 acres) and adjacent Category II lands already 
in public ownersiup would be reclassified as Category 
I as the checkerboard ownership changes to solid 
blocked public lands and the BLM's management 
capability and ability to resolve conflicts are enhanced. 
Some of the newly blocked public lands immediately 
adjacest to private lands would still be subject to 
impacts from urbwmization as described under Land 
ownersiup impacts. Conversely, some of the 
Category II checkerboarded land (7,877 acres) will 
become solid blocked private, resulting in reduced 
management capabilities by the BLM to resolve 
conflicts of protect tortoises and theer habitets. 
Tortosses are expected to eventually become displeced 
Or climanated dus to development activities on these 
solidly blocked private lands, sithough some 

These lands, classified es Category [I tortoise habstat 


under the current muxed ownersiup pattern, would be 
reclassified as Category III habitat duc to more 
Management conflicts unresoivable by the BLM. 
These private lands are not expected to contribute to 
long-term: tortoise conservation. 

As discussed above for Category II lands, once 
the proposed action is completed, ail tortoise habitat 
associated with the exchangr,, inciuding category |, II, 
and IT] habitats, would be reclassified approximately 
as indicated in Table 9. On public lands, there would 
be a relatively smail loss of Category II (7,877 acres) 
and Category III lands (22,565 acres) and a substantial 
gai in Category I habstat (45,401 acres). 

These would contribute substantially to long-term 
smaller loss of acres of category II and III lands (Table 
9 and BLM 1997). Consolidating high-quality habitat — 
where management conflicts are resolvable and 
tortosse populations occur at medium to high densities 
will result in the abality to susten viable tortoise 
habitat and populations over the long term. 

Additional benefits are described under the land 
ownership section. The loss of 7,877 acres of 
Category iI and 22,565 acres of Category III habitat is 
offeet by development of a new, large Category | area 
where the future of the desert tortoise in the Hualapai 
Mountains is secured. Thus, there would be a 34,922- 
acre net increase on the private lands of tore 
developable Category III lands considered hres 
important ‘am category | and I] habstats + long-term 
desert tortoise comservation. Acquisition of the 
offered/pnvate lands would be in agreement with goals 
and objectives of the McCracken Desert Tortoise 
prescripuons for specific tortoise habitats in the 
McCracken Mountamms. 

Under the equal apprassed value alternative, 
impacts to desert tortosse and theer habstat would be 
the same as those identified under the proposed action 
with the exception of the 5,060 acres of desert tortoise 
Category III habstet that would remem in public 
ownersiup near 1-40. impacts to tortosss and theer 
habstat on these 5,060 acres would be tie same us 
those identified usder the no action alternative. There 
18 nO tortosse habstat in the Antares area. 

Under the no action alternative, due to the 
checkerboard/maxeu ownersap pattern, it is 
anticipated thet virtually ail of the tortosse habstet 
category | and II areas, would uitimately be clasnfied 
as Category III. Urbamization associated with 
deveiopment would eventually engulf and surround 
remamung tortosse habitat on the public lands. 
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Table 8. Net gains and leases of desert tortomse habitat under the proposed action, under existing habstat 
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Tortoises would persist, perhaps for many years, but 
recruitmaent of young tortoises would be reduced due 
to increased predation from domestic and feral pets. 
Furthermore, habitat quality would be degraded due to 
various recreational activities ana construction of 
development as described under the land ownershup 
patterns section. Under the mixed ownership pattern, 
the quality and quantity of desert tortowe habitat is 
expected to slowly decline as development increases 
and habitat becomes more fragmented. These lands 
would likely not contribute to long-term species 
conservation. Under this alternative, there would be 
no Category I dese:t tortoise habitat in the Hualapa 
Mountauns and the Category [I habitat would 
eventually be degraded. The enture area would 
ultimately be Category III at best with desert tortoises 
forced to exist in fragmented habitat. 

The ultimate loss of the totel private acres 
proposed for cachange due to development. as weil as 
the loss of habitat quality of a sumiar amount of 
lands, maght contribute to the need for listing this 
species as endangered. 


Wheee-margimed perstemos 





effect of the proposed exchange on the white-margined 
penstemon is the long-term survivability of the Dutch 
Flat population, the only known population in 
margined penstemon habitat was rated by secon 
based on the amount of sustable soil habitat and 
density of plants documented in each section. The 
sections of land were classified as gh, medium or 
on four categones, from highest to lowest, 
respectively; blocked public lands, checkerboard 
public lands, checkerboard private lands and blocked 
private lands. The blocked land categones are the 
proposed action and the checkerboerd pattern reflects 
the no action alternative. The proposed action offers 
the advantage of blocking public lands into a 
contiguous area of greater manageability . 

The benefit of the proposed exchange for the 
white-margmed penstemaon 1s the consolidation of 
habitat winch results in increaned manageability 
capability and long-term species conservation. 

Under the proposed action, the tradeoff or cost of 
blocking up thus habstat under federal ownership is the 
loes of management capability aad conservation of 
other whrte-margined peastemon habitat tha: will 
become private land in the exchange. The BLM's 
management capability for |ong-erm conservation of 
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whste-max gimed penstesaon west of Alamo Road will, 
in effect, be lost; tha BLM's management capability 
for conservation of the hagher-quality white-margined 
pensternon habstat cast of Alamo Road would be 
greatly enhanced. Long-term survivabulity of the 
species would be questionable \ithow' » manageable 
area of blocked public lands. 

Under the equal apprassed value alt-cnative, 
impacts to the white-maryined penstemon would be 
sumaler to those under the proposed action with the 
exception that 100 acres of medium-quaiity habitat and 
60 acres of low-quality habitat near 1-40 would be 
retained in public ownership. Impacts to whute- 
margimed penstemon on these checkerboard 160 acres 
would be tha same as those for public lands under the 
no action alternative. There is no white-margined 
pensternon hebstat in the Antares area. 

Under the no action alternative, the White- 
Margmed Penstemon ACEC contains a checkerboard 
land pattern of public and private ownersap, making 
current management and long-term conservation of the 
survivability of the species is questionable. 
Histoncally, development on the private lands has 
veen muzumal. Current land sales of existing private 
lands in the Dutch Fiat area are increesing. 'wpacts to 
the penstemon on adjacent public lands are also 
increasing. Consequently, it 1s important to long-term 
survivability of the species to develop « managuable 
area of blocked public lands throagh the land 
exchange. 

Thare will be 1,476 habitat unsis of white- 
margined penstemon under the proposed action and 
1,449 habitat units under the equal appraised value 
alternative compared to |, 736 haiitet umsts under the 
no action. Although there are habitat units under the 
no action, ther viability is not as secure as the habstat 
manageability of the blocked public lands establishes a 
protected core habitat for the species. Furthermore, 
twice us many acres of high-quality habitat will 
become public ($80 acres) as will be become private 
(480 acres). Also, there ie a net gain of 2,130 acres 
becommug public withun the ACEC. 

The tradeoff of the proposed action regarding tho 
whute-margined penstemon hebstat thus becomes one 
of overall loss of quantity of habitat versus an increase 
ma qualsty of habetat aad manageability of those areas 
oa public lends. 

The sumalanty wn the resulting habsetet unsts for the 
thave alternatives (Appendix [) 1s 2 reflection of the 
difference between overall increase in penstemon 
habstat becommumg privets land versus the increase in 
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hagh qualsty, more manageable habstat on public lands 
and long-term conservation for the species. The 
greater long-term survivabtlity of the peastemon on 
the revaitant blocaed public lands favors the proposed 
action. 


Riparian resources 

In Arizona, riparian areas ase conssdered to be the 
most threatened natural plant communaty. It is 
eorumated that there has been a 90-percent joss, 
alteration or degradation of native nparian areas in 
Arizona (state of Arizona 1990). 

Ripanan habitat is extremely important to 
than 0.5 percent of the total Southwestern landscape, 
they constitute the state's nchest eavironments in 
terms of plant and amamal productivity aad diversity 
(SCORP 1989). AGFD cotimates that 75 percent or 
more of Arizona's native wildlife species depend on 
riperian systems during some portion of theer lifecycle 
(state of Arizona 1990). 

Under the proposed action, the BLM would 
accuire 10.7 males of paren habstat and lose no 
ripenan habitat. 

Impacts to npanan habstet under the equal 
appraised value alternative would be the same as those 
ideatfied under the proposed action. There is no 
riparian hebstet in the selected lands that dropped out 
under this alternative. 

Under the no action alternative, the BLM would 


Areas of critical environmental concern 


(ACECs) 

All lands acquired within any ACEC would be 
designated as part of that ACEC and managed with the 
same goals, objectives and management prescnptions 
as described in the approved Kingman RMP. 

Under the proposed action, approximately | ,200 
acres would be acquired within the Hualepa: 
Mountams Research Natural Area/ACEC. The ACEC 
boundary eacomparess about 4,500 acres with 
approximately 3,300 acres in public ownershap. 
Accnusition of the approximately | ,200 acres is 
imaportant as the eatire ACEC wou!d be under BLM 


ee 

Under the proposed action, approximately 656 
acren would be acquired within the McCracksa Desert 
Tostosse Habitat ACEC. 


Under the proposed action, within the Whie- 


Margmed Peastemon Reserve ACEC, approxumately 
1,800 acres would go out of public ownership aad 
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approximately 3,950 acres would come into public 
ownership. The 1,800 acres would lose its ACEC 
designation while the approximately 3,950 acres 
would be designated as part of the ACEC. The 
boundary of the ACEC will not change, but the 
acreage of designated ACEC lands will change. In the 
Kingman RMP, the language used for designating the 
and not the boundary itself. 

Impacts to these ACECs under the equal appraised 
value alterpative would be the same as those identified 
under the proposed action. None of the selected lands 
ACECs. 

Under the no action alternative, no lands would be 
be transferred into private ownership in any ACEC. 

Further discussion of impacts of the proposed 
action and no action alternatives to the ACECs and the 
associated resources can be found in Chapter 4 in the 


Biological resources section under the Hualapai 


hiking, would eventually be lost on approximately 
70,000 acres of selected/public lands as the lands are 
sold and developed. Similar opportunities would be 
gained on approximately 70,000 acres of public lands 
as the offered/private lands come into public 
ownership. 

A total of 123 miles of roads which cross 
selected/public lands in the Dutch Fiat and Hualapai 
Valley areas would be jost to public use as parcels are 
sold and the areas are developed. Several of these 
roads have traditionally provided access, albext illegal, 
to public lands on the periphery of the Dutch Fiat 
project area and would now face potential closure by 
landowners. Specifically, access to public lands could 
be lost at: T. 16% N., R. 17 W., sec. 26 (Creamery 
Canyon area); T. 16 N., R. 15 W., sec. 31 (Beecher 
Canyon ares); T. 15 N., R. 17 W., sec. 33 (Dutch 
Fiat Roed) and T. 15 N., R. 17 W., sec. 18 (Shot-Up 
Weil area). 

Public subdivison roeds may or may not provide 
an alternative access route to these locations. 

Public access within the Dutch Flat and Husiapa 





valleys would be limsted to establisned and pianned 
public roadway casements provided by the proponent. 

A total of 78 additional miles of road which cross 
offered/private lands in the Hualapa:s Mountains and at 
the south end of Dutch Flat would come into exclusive 
public ownership. These roads, which could have 
been closed by private land owners, would now be 
more secure for public use, assuming that legal access 
to these roads is available. 

As parcels are bought and developed in the project 
area, the overall amount of recreational uses on 
surrounding public lands would be expected to 
increase. With these increases in public use, it is 
anticipated that there could be increased incidence of 
livestock conflicts involving harassment, theft or gates 
on public lands near developed areas. Acquistion of 
reduce the likelihood of these incidents occurring on 
public lands, especially at the higher elevations of the 
Hualapa: Mountans. 

Blocking public lands in the higher elevations of 
the Hualapa: Mountains may also provide greater 
recreational opportunities such as trail development. 


Equal appransed value 

The impacts under this alternative would be the 
same as those under the proposed action, except that: 
— a total of 117 miles of roads which cross the 

selected/public lands in the Dutch Fist and 

Hualapai valleys would be lost to public use and 
— dispersed recreation opportunities would be jost 

on 59,972 acres, while sumiar opportunities 

would be gained on 70,245 acres. 


No action 

Under the no action alternative, there wouid be no 
net loss or gain of dispersed recreation opportunities 
on public lands, but the quality and availability of 
those opportumities could be lessened within the 
proyect area as the alternating private sections ere solid 
and developed. This would be because the public may 
no longer be able to use adjacent private lands as part 
of thear activities. 

A total of 201 mules of existing roads on Dutch 
Flat, in the Hualapa: Mountains and in the Hualape 
Valley could become discontinuous, fragmented or 
closed as subdivimon roads are constructed and 
proporties are developed or as property owners choose 
to deny public access across thear property. Huntng 
new ressdences. The sesthetic qualities of public lands 
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near private property may be lessened due to th” 
presence oi nearby residences, incidents of ar idetal 
wildfire, trash dumping, littering and the creation of 
onto adjacent public sections. 

The checkerboard ownership pattern of lands in 
the higher elevations of the Hualapai Mountains could 
restrict future recreation development opportunities. 


Reaity 
Rights-of-way 


Proposed action 

None of the 37 nghts-of-way on the selected/ 
public lands (Appendix H) will be canceled under 
either the proposed or no action alternatives. 

Under the proposed action, nine of the nghts-of- 
way would be reserved to the U.S. and continue to be 
administered by the BLM. The remaining 28 would 
be transferred with the land and be admunistered by 
private landowners. All 14 easements on the 
Offered/private lands will be honored and managed to 
the end of their terms. 


Equal appraised value 

U nder this alternative, numbers 5, 6 and 9 of 
Appeathx H ould drop out. Of the 34 nghts-of-way 
on the selected/public lands, seven would be reserved 
to the U.S. and continue to be admunistered by the 
BLM. The remaining 27 would be transferred with 
the land and be admumustered by private landowners. 
All 14 easements on the offered/private lands will be 
honored and managed to the end of their terms. 


No action 
Under the no action alternative, no changes in 
administration of tue nghts-of-way will occur. 


McCracken Mine Road 


Abandoning the 6.5-unle pornon of McCracken 
Mine Road from the Alamo Road (T. 15 N., R. 16 
W.., sec. 1) south to the Planet Ranch Road (T. 14 N., 
R. 15 W., sec. 5) will facilitate division of the parcels 
County a nght-of-way for Planet Ranch Road and 
legal access to the McCracken Mountains and 
McCracken Mine. 

The McCracken Mine Road nght-of-way crosses 
63 acres of Category | desert tortoise habitat. 

Under the equal appraised value alternative, no 





chenges would occur. 


Recreation and Puolic Purpose lands 

It is expected that within 10 to 15 years the RAPP 
lands near Yucca will begin to be used for expansion 
of the elementary schcoi and other public purpose 
fuctiiaes under all alternative. 


Utility corridors 


Proposed achun 

Under the proposed action, four miles of utility 
comdor would be transferred into public ownership 
and 14.5 miles would be transferred nto private 
ownersiup. The result of the proposed action is a net 
loss of 10.5 miles of corndor under 3LM 
admunistration, corresponding to a net gum of 10.5 
mules under private iand ownex controi. A utility 
company would have to acquire the privaie property 
through purchase or copdemmatnon or seek an alternate 
route around the private land. The alternste route, 
most likely on public ‘ands, could add ww the 
proliferation of uility lines on public lands outsde of 
comdors. 


Equal appraised value 

Under this alternative, four ales of whlity 
corndor would be transferred into public ownership 
and 12 miles wouid be transferred to private 
ownership. The result would be a net loss of eight 
mules of corndor under BLM admmictrancn, 
corresponding to a net gain of caght miler under 
private land owner control. 


No action 
Under the no acon alternative, there would be no 
changes in management of uhlity corndors in the 
exchange area and the problem of purchasing or 
condemmng lands for utility lines would remain as 18. 


Land tenure adjustments 
The proposed action and the equai appraised value 
alternative would adjust land ownership substantially 


The lands m the Hualapa: Mounts and foothills 
would be managed under the Kingman RMP. The 
RMP will guide the management of the public iands 
and associated resources for diverse multiple uses. 

The lands m Dutch Flat would be managed under 
the Mohave County Gemeral Plan (March i0, 1995), 
which states that the ideal future .s one that reflects 
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ecomomuc growth and development as weil as a high 
quality of life for all residents. It is a future nm vhich 
the county retains its environmental quality and 
capitalizes on its wealth of natural and human 
resources. 

im the area of Dutch Flat, but as stated in the Mohave 
County General Pian, future growth rates are difficult 
to project. The exchange alone will not determine the 
growth rate; external factors, e.g., the I-40 corndor, 
local job market, proximity to utility services, will ail 
affect development in the Dutch Flat area. 

Ulamately, the nature, density or intensity of uses 
allowed in the Dutch Flat area will be determined by 
the Mohave County Board of Supervisors when they 
review rezoning requests from the current AR-36A. 


Cultural resources 

In consuitanon with the Anzona State Histonc 
Preservation Office (SHO), a sample survey was 
designed to test assumptions about the selected/public 
lands that would be removed from federal ownersiup. 
The survey was conducted oniy 9n ‘ands that the BLM 
would relinquish. As a result of 15 years of work wi 
the area, it was proposed that the probability of 
iden fying numerous sigmificant cuitural properties 
was extremely low; previous surveys had found no 
sites. Of the total selected/public lands 
(approximately 70,000 acres), 13,856 acres 
(approximately 20 percent) were intensely surveyed. 

The results of the sample survey coafirmed- 
expectations of low cultural resource potential. A 
total of 16 cultural properties — nine prehustonc 
World War II aenal gunnery training sites and one 
histonc road — were found. 


Proposed action 

sites associated with the rmlroad, two World War iI 
would be negatively impacted by transferring out of 
federal ownership. These cultural properties would 20 
longer be protocted by public laws and BLM 
management. A data recovery program would be 
completed to mitigate the negative impacts of transfer. 

An increase in population would probably 
negatively impact cultural properties on public lands 
adjacent to the selected/public lands. 

There is a high probability that agmificant cultural 
resources exist on the mountain am. foothull areas that 


would be acquired; these would be protected and 
managed by ‘he BLM. The Hualapa Tnbe has stated 
sacred and they believe acquisition of additional lands 
in these areas would have a beneficial effect. 

Private development would not take piace in the 
mountains and foothills and new roads would not be 
bladed along section lines for access. 


Equal apprawed value 

Impacts would be the same as under the proposed 
would not be negatively umpacted by transferring out 
of federal ownership. Development of surrounding 
and adjacent privately owned sechons would probably 
reguit in increased illegal arufact removal and 
disturbance from vehicies. 

Two World War II aerial gunnery traming sites 
and one historic road would be negatively impacted by 


Three prehustonc temporary camps snd seven 
historic sites would not be negatively impacted by a 
change of ownership. These cultural properties would 
comfunue to be managed in accordance with federal 
laws and BLM policies. Development of surrounding 
and adjacent pnvate sections would probably resuit in 
Begative umpacts by increasing illegal artifact removal. 
Vehicles would probably drive over ute surfaces, 
causing direct damage to artifacts and features and 
indirect damage by mcreased erosion. 

In the mountains and foothills, additional sections 
with sigmficant cultural properties would not be 
acquired and might be destroyed by private 
development. Some of the private secuions would 
probably be developed with roads bladed along their 
penmeters, some of which would probably be public 
access roads, iacreasing accessuinlity to formerly 
remote sites on nearby public lands. Aa imcrease mn 
vendalism, pothunting, illegal artifact collecnon and 
erumon would probably occur. 


Antares area 


Proposed action 

Six prehustonc temporary camps would be 
negatively urgacted by being transferred out of federal 
ownership. [hese utes would no longer de protected 
by public laws and BLM management. A data 
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recovery program would be completed to mitigate the 


There is a high probability that sigmificant cultural 
resources exist in the mountain and foothill areas that 
would be acquired; these would be protected and 
managed by the BLM. The Hualapai Tribe has stated 
sacred and they believe acquisition of additional lands 
in these areas would have a beneficial effect. 

Private development in the Hualapai Mountains 
and foothill areas would not take place and access 
roads would not be bladed along section lines. 


Equal appramsed value 

Impacts would be the same as those under the 
camps would not be negatively impacted by a change 
of ownership. These cultural properties would 
continue to be managed in accordance with federal 
laws and BLM policies. Development of surrounding 
result in increased illegal artifact removal and 
disturbance from vehicies. 


No action 

Six prehistoric temporary camps would not be 
negatively impacted by a change of ownership. These 
cultural properties would continue to be managed in 
Development of surrounding and adjacent private 
sections would probably result in negative impacts by 
damage to artifacts and features and indirect damage 
by increased erosion. 

In the mountains and foothills, additional sections 
with significant cultural properties would not be 
acquired and might be destroyed by private 
developinent. Some of the private sections would 
probably be developed with roads biaded along the 
perimeters, some of which would probably be public 
access roads, increasing accessibility to formerly 
remote sites on nearby public lands. An increase in 
erosion would probably occur. 


Mineral resources 

The offered/private lands are primarily in the 
mountainous areas and have potential for locatabie 
(metallic) minerals. Under the proposed action, 24 
parcels totalling 8,800 acres in the Hualapai 


ie 


Mountains with a moderate or hgh potential for 
While none of these parceis are currently in production 
and actual ore bodies are not precisely defined, the 
lands are considered valuable for prospecting for 
locatable minerals. 

Also, two sections of selected/public lands with a 
high potential for sand and gravel deposits would be 
transferred to private ownership. These sections, T. 
18 N., R. 17 W., sec. 30 and T. 18 N., R. 18 W., 
sec. 36, were noted for having good access, a history 
of previous use and good quality matenal. 

In the transitional zone between the flats and the 
mountains, a potential was identified for grauite 
boulders as decorative rock. Both offered/private and 
selected/public lands are in the transitional zone, but 
the offered/private lands contain sbout four times as 
much acreage (3,500 acres) favorable for granitic 
boulders as do the selected/public lands (950 acres). 
Boulder sales are likely to occur on private lands in 
this area. Such sales, discretionary on BLM-managed 
lands, are unlikely to occur in this area due to 
coincidence of the boulder terrain with desert tortoise 
habitat. 

In the Antares area, six sections of selected/public 
lands in T. 25 and 26 N. were identified with a gh 
potential for sodium (rock salt) depomts. These 
sections are on the extreme southeastern periphery of 
the known deposit, and the loss of these sections 
would not be crucial to the future development of ths 


A tract of less than 40 acres was aiso identified 
with a high potential for gold deposits in T. 24 N., R. 
15 W. No development of this potential was noted on 
the selocted/public lands. The loss of these lands is 
relatively insigmficant compared to the huge amount 
of muneral lands to be received in the Hualapai 
Mountauns. 

The proposed exchange will provide legal access 
to those areas in the Hualapa: Mountams that were 
previously a checkerboard of public and private lands. 
This will aid in the prospecting, development and 
management of muneral values on both the publi. and 
private lands involved. 

Under the no action alternative, there is currently 
little legal access into many of the lands described in 
this proposal, serving to impede development and 
management of muneral resources on these lands. 


Soil erosion potential 

Soil eromon ratings would not change due to 
the proposed exchange. What would be affected is the 
potential for soil loss under a biocked-up land pattern 
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Map 10. Hualapai Mountains/Dutch Flat Area 
Proposed Change in Land Status 
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versus the checkerboard pattern as a result of ground- 
place under any of the alternatives and will be used to 
present the effects of the land exchange on soil erosion 
potential. 

Road construction would expose the soil by 
removing all vegetation. The total mileage of roads 
and placement of roads would be different by the 
blocked ownership pattern under the proposed action 
and intermingled ownership pattern under the no 
action. For purposes of analysis, the following factors 
were used for each section of land: the internal roads 
would be 24 feet wide and the section line mads would 
be 24 feet wide; under the blocked ownersiup pattem, 
10 mules of road would be needed per section, while 
12 mules of road per section would be needed under 
difference is due to the distance needed on lands that 
would remain in public ownership but would still need 
a road built on the section line to access the private 
lands. 

For analysis purpose, it is assumed that all 
built on them. It is also assumed that in the mountain 
properties, roads will not be built along the section 
lines or on due north-south or east-west alignments. 
The roads in the mountains will be built with respect 
to the topography, which in some cases would mean 
more and in others less roads than a typical section of 
flat land in the valley. So the assumption is that an 
equal number of miles of roads would be built to 
access the mountain properties as in the flat properties. 


Proposed action 

The public would acquire 43,600 acres with 
severe erosion potential while transferring to private 
ownership 1,300 acres with severe crosion potential. 
The public would also acquire 17,300 acres with 
moderate crosion potential and 10,800 acres with 
slight erosion potential. Approximately 37,700 acres 
slight erosion potential would go into private 
ownership. 

Road building would occur on the areas going 
imto private ownership at the rate of 10 miles per 
section, everaging a 24-foot width. Roads would be 
built on approximately 60 acres of soil with severe 
eromon potential, 1,710 acres with moderate erosion 
potential and 1,300 acres with slight eromon potential. 


Equal appraised value 
The impacts would be the same as those under the 


rere 


potential while transferring to private ownersiup 1,300 
potential. 


Ne action 

No change would occur in ownersiup of lands and 
the eromon potential for ail lands would remain the 
same. 

Road building would occur over the entire 
intermingled ownership area on both private and 
public lands. Lands would be neoded across the 
public lands to access the private lands. Roads would 
be built on approximately 2,377 acres of land with 
potential. 


Floodpiains 


Management of floodplains for public lands is 
covered in Executive Order 11988, May 24, 1977, 
The lands im the exchange area were cissufied as 
available for disposal. If public lands in floodplains 
are disposed of, the edmamstering federal agency shail 
reference in the comveyance those uses restnicted under 
identified federal, state or local floodplain regulations. 
So the following will be in the comveyance documents 
if this exchange is approved: “Lands purchased in the 
exchange area is sulject to restrictions winch may be 
imposed by the Mohave County Floodpian 
Admamstrator in accordance with the Floodpian 
Ordinance for Mohave County Anzona, as adopted by 
the Mohave County Board of Supervisors under 
Resolution No. 84-10 an December 3, 1984, as 
amended under Resolution No. 87-3 on May 18, 


proposed pian amendment in floodpian zone A. 
. IS N., RB. 15 W., sec. 8, nome 

15 N., R. 15 W., sec. 16, nome 

15 N., BR. 15 W., sec. 18, nome 

15 N., R. 15 W., sec. 22, nome 

15 N., BR. 15 W., sec. 28, nome 

15 N., R. 15 W., sec. 20, nome 

15 N., BR. 15 W., sec. 30, nome 

15 N., BR. 15 W., sec. 32, nome 

. 16 N., BR. 16 W., sec. 16, GO acres 


AeA Asaas 











| 
| 


T. 16.N., BR. 16 W., sec. 36, nome 

T. 16 N., BR. 18 W., sec. 16, 70 acres 
T. 16% N., RB. 18 W., sec. 28, 45 acres 
T. 16% N., RB. 17 W., sec. 22, 25 acres 
T. 16% N., RB. 16 W., sec. 26, five acres 
T. 16% N., RB. 16 W., sec. 36, 20 acres 
T. 17 . 

T. 18 N., BR. 18 W., sec. 26, GO acres 
Proposed action 


A total of 6,731 acres of floodpiaims would be 
conveyed from public to private domam; 2,075 acres 
of private lands would be conveyed to public lands. 


Equal appraised value 

A total of 6, 109 acres of floodpiains will be 
conveyed from public to private domamn; 2,075 acres 
of private lands would be comveyed to public lands. 


No action 

No acreage of floodplains would change 
ownership. 

C | ti e f 

Two other BLM land exchanges — ASARCO 
(Ray) and Cerbat Mountains — are being processed 
near the Hualapai exchange. 

The ASARCO exchange lands (Map |) are in the 
McCracken Mountains, T. 14 N., R. 15 W., secs. 3, 
8, 10, 15, 23, 25 and 27 and T. 14.N., R. 15 W., 
secs. 19 and 31. The cumulative effect of the 
ASARCO and Huaslapai Mountains exchanges would 
be to block up Category I desert tortoise habitat within 
the McCracken Mountains ACEC. 

The Cerbat Mountains exchange lands are near the 
Antares area of the Husiapm exchange in T. 24 N., R. 
15 W., sec. 22, WA, and sec. 32. The approximately 
therefore add to the problems associated with private 
lands within a ranch. The long-term viability to 
continue to ranch this allotment would decreass. 


Ranching 

Cedar Canyon allotment — The Cerbat 
Mountains exchange contains approximately 5,448 
acres of selected/public lands m the Cedar Canyon 
allotment in T. 24 N., R. 16 W., secs. 2, 4, 6, 8, 16 
and 18, T. 24 N., R. 17 W., secs. 2 and 12 and T. 25 
N., R. 16 W., secs. 24, 26 and 36. These lands 
would not be subdivided in the foreseeable future and 
would be used for ranciung; therefore, the overail 


stocking rate of tins ranch would not be affected. This 
exchange would reduce the amount of BLM lands m 
the allotment from 51 to 45 percent, taking into 
account the reduction of public lands from the current 
55 percent to 51 peccrat resulting from the proposed 
action alternative in the Huslapa exchanges. Aammng 
a grazing lease is secured for the additional private 
would change from the current 44 pascem to 48 
percent, the Cerbat Mountams exchenge would 
increases the private lands controlled by the rancher 
from 48 to 54 pescent. Under the eqmal apprmesd 
value alternative of the Hualapa: exchange, the amount 
of public lands in tins allotment would decrease from 
55 percent to 49. 


Walepai Ranch allotment — The Cerbat 
Mountains exchange includes 960 acres of 
selected/public lands in the Walapm Ranch sllotment 
im T. 24N., BR. 15 W., soca. 22 and 28. These lands 
would be subdivided and the rancher would have to 
secure a grazing lease or deeded grazing nghts with 
individual purchasers of these properties for forage to 
be ailccated from them. If no euch arrangements are 
made, ‘he amcunt of private lands uncontrolled by the 
ranch: would mcrease from two percent to five under 
the proscsed action and equal appraised values 
aiternetives. This would reduce the stocking rate of 
the raach from 236 CY1. to 228 CYL and add to the 
pruvbiorns of rassamg livestock om a ranch with private 
lands uncomtrolled by the rancher. Taking mto 
account the changes im land ownersiup resulting from 
the Hualapa: exchange, BLM lands :n tius allotment 
would decrease from 19 percemt to 16 percent under 
the proposed action alternative and from 19 percent to 
18 under the equal appressed value alternative. This 
would decreases the amount of BLM lands from the 


current 36 pascemt to 19 percent. 


Chicken Springs ailownent — The ASARCO 
exchange includes approximately 6,400 acres of 
offered/private lands m the Chacicem Springs allotment 
in T. 14N., BR. 15 W., ence. 3, 9, U1, 15, 23, 25,27 
and 35 and T. 14 N., R. 14 W., ance. 19 end 31. 
Taking imto account ihe changes um land ownessiup dus 
to the Hualapa exchange, winch would change the 
amount of BLM lands in the allotment from the 
current 70 parcemt to 77 pescent, the ASARCO 
exchange would further mcrease BLM lande frum 77 
to $1 percent. 





Water resources 
The proposed ection and equal apprased value 
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alternatives, im comjuaction with other ongoing land 
exchanges as weil as other land development in 
Mohave County, will have the following cumulative 
impacts. 

~- The BLM will gain water sources and rights in the 
Hualapa: and McCracken mountains/footiulls and lose 
water sources and rights in the Dutch Flat and Antares 
areas, primarily due to the Husiapa, Cerbat 
Mountains and Ray land exchanges. 

— Groundwater use in the Sacramento Valley will 
increase substantially, primarily as the result of 
remdential development in Goiden Valley and Dutch 
Fiat. Groundwater use will increase in Dutch Fiat as a 
result of resadential development on both the 
selected/public lands and lands that are currently 
private. The remdential development in Golden Vailey 
will occur even if the Husiapa, Cerbat and Ray land 
exchanges are not completed. 

— Groundwater use, surface runoff and sediment load 
will increase in the Sacramento and Hualapai vaileys at 
a faster rate as a result of the Hualapai, Cesbat and 
Ray land exchanges. This is because the blocking up 
of private lands will accelerate residential 
development; such development would occur more 
slowly under the current checkerboard land pattern. 

— Watershed condition (i.c., groundwater use, 
groundwater quality, surface runoff, sediment load) 
will remsan cssentially the same on blocked-up public 
lends because the lands under BLM management will 
not be subject to residential development. 


Recreation opportunities/access 

Kither the proposed action or equal appraised 
value alternative would have a cumulative impact on 
recreation opportunities in Mohave County when 
ASARCO Ray land exchanges. The cumulative effect 
would be a lessened availability of desert valley 


A second cumulative impact to recreation 
Opportunities is created by these land exchange efforts. 
Consolidation of public land ownersiup and 
Management in the higher elevation mountainous 
terran would provide a greater degree of protection 
for the aesthetic qualities of the landscape for visitor 
appreciation. Conversely, by exchanging valley lands 
to private ownersiup, thereby effectively concentrating 
human occupation, it is anticipated that these human 
populations will adversely affect the aesthetic qualities 
of the pertpheral public lands through illegal dumping, 


em 


The following matigation actions muy be taken. 


The integrity of allotment boundarizs could be 
mainmened by reserving on casement for the cxisting 
allotment boundary to the federal government in 
instances where such an casement could meinten the 
imegrity of the femce and the femce would be necessary 
to comtrai livestock m am aren where it is anticipated 
thet grazing would continus over the long term. 
Moving the allotment boundary fence to non-eelected 
public lands at no cost to the rancher would bs 
considered where it is anticipated that, as a result of 
the exchange, development would preclude livestock 
grazing from am area in the short term. 


Recreation opportunities/access 

The proponents will assure legal road access for 
the public to T. 16% N., R. 17 W., ssc. 26, NEB%; T. 
16 N., R. 15 W., esc. 31, W%; and T. 15 N., RB. 17 
W., sec. 33, SE%. The BLM and the proponents will 
equally share the costs of road comstruction, if 
necessary. 


Cultural resources 

Prior to transferring lands with known cultural 
properties to private ownersiup, archasological 
research would be carried out at each cultural property 
in accordance with a treatment plan developed in 
consultation with the SHPO. 


Hazardous materials 

If the sate comtaaming hazardous materiais is to be 
transferred to private ownersiup, it will be cleaned up 
before the transfer is completed. 


Realty 


Rights-ef-way — If the 6.5-mule portion of 
McCracken Mine Road from Alamo Road to Planet 
Ranch Road is abandoned by *zchave County, 
alternative access will be granted by the BLM. The 
altemative access is approximately 34,500 feet long on 
BLM lands by 80 feet wide for new disturbance of 63 
acres. As it :s all within Category I desert tortoises 
habitat, the compensation range cam be between thres 
and six times the acreage of disturbance or 189 to 378 
acres. Since the BLM would acqmre approximately 
600 acres of Category | habitat, no additional acreage 
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will be required for the road right-of-way. 


Utility casriders — The followimg measures would 
management in the exchange area. 


— The BLM would not transfer the following 
selected/public lands to private ownership. 

T. IS N., BR. 17 W., 

sc. 6 WANW%, SEMNW%, EXSW, 

W'ASE; 
SW4“NW%, SW; 
W'ASW s, SEKSW 4, 
SW%SW; 
NE“4NE. 


sec. § 
sec. 16 
sec. 22 
sec. 34 


T. 16 N., R. 18 W., 
sec. 16 NE“NE%. 


T. 16.5 N., R. 18 W., 
sec.22 lot4, SW4NW%; 
scc.28 NW%, NW4“SW%. 


T. 17N., R. 17 W., 
sec. 30 = lots 1, 9, 10, 12, 18 and 19, 
NW “4NE‘%. 


T. 18 N., R. 17 W., 
secc.20 NE%, W'ASE%. 


BLM (Antares) 
T. 24N., R. 14 W., 
sec. 18 W'ANE%, N'ASE%, SE“SE%. 


— The BLM would seek to acquire the following 
T. 15 N., R. 17 W., 
sec. 7 #N'ANE%, SE“NE%; 
sec.17 NE%, NE“SE%; 
sec.21 SW%NE%, BANW%, NSE, 
SE%SE%. 


ilrretrievable/irreversible 
commitments of resources 


The BLM would permanently relinquish all 
resources and management authority on the 
selected/public lands to private ownership, mitigated 


by gaemang the resources and nesmagement avthorty on 
the offesed/private lands. 


Relationship between 
short-term uses and 
long-term productivity 


The short-term uses and long-tesm productivity of 
the exchange area are associated with the future 
foresseable actions for ths lands. Shost-term use (up 
to 10 years) of the lands in private ownessiup (whether 
or not the exchange takes place) is sales m 40- and 
160-ecre parcels. Thess lands will eventually have 
roads, utilities, houses, etc. Long-term productivity 
of the lands is related to whether the proposed action, 
winch will consolidate the development, is chosen or 
whether the no action alternative is chosen, winch 
means the development will be dispersed. 

The public ownersiup block would allow for long- 
term multiple use by the public. Management of this 
block would be in accordance with the multiple-uss 
mandate with respect to all applicable lawe. Under the 
no action alternative, management would be more 
reactive dus to the need to respond to private land 
owner requests for rights-of-way, etc. 

The private ownersiup block would allow for 
efficient sales and subsequent development of the area. 
Under the no action alternative, the area would 
be developed with the involvement of the BLM 
having to grant rights-of-way (roads, utilities, ctc.), 
winch would include ail associated cavironmental 
analysis at public cost. 


Unavoidable adverse 
impacts 


Propesed action 

The land exchamge would create a large blocked 
area of private ownersiup on the Welapm Ranch, 
which would eventually be sold and developed, 
making the area unsuatable for grazing cattle and 
effectively putting the permattes out of the cattle 
ranching busuness on the Walapa allotment. 

The exchange will also cause (im the long term) 
reductions in permitted grazing use on the Boriana A, 
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Chapter 5 -- Consultation and 


coordination 


Thus chapter documents involvement by the public, 
other agencies and interested pasties in determamng 
issues and providing information for the draft EIS for 
the proposed exchange. 


Notices 


A notice of intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS and 
notice of public scopamg meetings wes published in the 
Federal Register on Wednesday, June 11, 1997 (Voi. 
62, No. 112, pages 31839 and 31840), officially 

Newapaper sanouncements of the public scoping 
meetings were published on June 11 and 27, 1997 in 
the Kingman Daily Miner. Coverage was also 
provided by local radio stations KGMN and KZZZ. 
Notices were posted ia the offices of the BLM, 
AGFD, Mohave County Extension Service and 
Mohave County Planming and Zoming. Letters 
comtaammg a fact sheet and comment card were sent to 
the maaling list of about 200 on June 11, 1997. 

An NOI to amend the Xingman RMP was 
published in the Federai Register on Friday, February 
27, 1998 (Voi. 63, No. 39, pages 10038 and 10039). 

In Marsch 1998, an update to the Hualapa 
Mountains exchange including status, issues to be 
analyzed in the draft EIS and the proposed schedule 
was sent to the mailing list. In addition, the update 
explained why the University of Anzona was being 
brought onto the project and how them data would be 
used. 


On April 17, 1998, the draft EIS was sent to the 
mailing list. 

On April 30, 1998, the notice of availability and 
notice of public meetings was published in the Federai 
Register (Vol. 63, No. 83, page 23794). This notice, 
filed by the BLM, notified the public that the draft EIS 
was avaslable for comment and rev:ew and listed the 
tumes, dates and locatioa of dthree public meetings to 
hear comments on the draft EIS. 

On May 8, 1998, the EPA published a notice of 
filing in the Federal Register (Voi. 63, No. 99, pages 
25474 and 25475), EIS No. 980161, Draft EIS, BLM, 


Flat, Mohave County, Arizona, due July 27, 1998; 





comtact: Don McChare (520) 692-4400. Tins HIS was 
inadvertently omstted from the Apri 24, 1998 Federal 
Register. The official 4S-day NEPA review period is 
calculated from April 24, 1998, so the BLM 90-day 
review penod, winch is policy on EIS level pien 
amendenents, was also calculated from April 24. 

On May 26 and 27, 199%, a notice of public 
meoting dates, times and locations wes posted in the 
U.S. post offices in Wikieup and Yucca, Arizona and 
the BLM office im Kingman. 

On June 1, 1996, the BLM issued a news reiesss 
regarding the scheduled public mestings comcernmg 
the draft EIS. Dates, times and locations of the public 
meetings were published in the Kingman Daily Miner. 
Public scoping meetings 

Three public scoping meetings were heid on June 
30, July 1 and July 2, 1997 im Wikionp, Kingman and 
Yucca, respectively, :o hear public comments and 
comcerns about the project. Hech meeting started at 6 
p.m. with a scheduled ending time of 8 p.m. of until 
attendees had fimebed discusmng the cachange 
proposal. The first 30 manutes of each mecting were 
devoted to reviewmg exchange information ia the 
form of maps, a fact sheet and presentation boards. At 
approximately 6:30 p.m., BLM staff gave a short 
Presentation and the meeting was opened to public 
comments and questions. 

At every meeting, public concerns amd Comments 


regarded land sales and subsequent development of the 
area more than the exchange of lands. 


Wikieup (Owens School, 14109 East 
Chicken Springs Road) 

The meeting doors were opencd shortly before 6 
p.m. om June 30, 1997 with 10 people im attendance. 
At 6:30 p.m., BLM Kingman Field Office Mamager 
John Chrisensen gave a bnef overview of the 
exchange and opened the mesting to public questions, 
comments aad concerns, winch inctaded the 
following. 

— How will tus exchange affect local rencher Bob 
Went? 

-- What types of land would come into public 
ownersiup versus the type of lands leaving public 
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ownssshap? 
— What mz pasceis ase bemg sold now? 
— Where will the water for deveinpment of thus area 
come from? 
- How will the amount of travel along Chicken 
Spzings road bs affected? 

No comment cards were received at thas meeting. 


Kingman. (BLM office, 2475 Beveriy 
Avenue) 

The meeting doors were opened at 5:45 p.m. on 
July 1, 1997 as attendees began to arrive; 20 people 
attended. After the 6:30 presentation, the mectwg was 
opened to public questions and comments, winch 
included the following. 
— How will access across the area to privete 
ownersiup change? Will roads be closed or improved? 
— What will be the ultimate population of the 
developed lands? 
-- Is there sufficient water for development? 
— Who will mamtam Alamo Road? 
— Are there plans for industnal development along 
Alamo Road? 
~— Are there posssbalities for the county to get revenus 
(i.c., surcharge) from the sale of each parcel? 

No comment cards were recerved at tis mecting. 


Yucca (Brooks Reality Office, 12470 
South Yucca Frontage Road) 

People began arriving at the meeting at about 6 
p.m. om July 2, 1997; five people were in attendance. 
After the 6:30 presentation, the mecting was opened to 
following. 

— Is the exchange good for the public? The people of 
Yucca? 

— Whit is the water availability and quantity? 

~ Wouldn't consolidsted, developed land bring in 

~- How would the taxes comming into the fire district 
be affected? 

—~ Couldn't county services more casily deal with 
blocked areas of land rather than respond to remote 
residences (e.g., fires)? 

~ How will the exchange affect the county tax base? 
— Who are the major stockholders in [ronhorse 
Investors, Inc.? 

-- What about the bill in the state legisiature 
contaiming language on “no net loss” of private land in 
Anzona? 


No comment cards were recesved at this meeting. 
During the scoping penod, 30 comment letters 


70 





camned forward to the draft EIS. 


Public meetings to 
discuss the draft EiS 


On June 9, 1998, 2 public mecting was held in 
Wikieup, Anzona, which no one attended. 

On June 10, 1998, a public mectimg wes heid in 
Kingman, Anzona with nine people 1m attendance. 
Most coacerns were about the cffect of the proposed 
lead exchange on the Antares area, including the 
livestock/psople interaction. There were siso concerns 
about the infrastructure necessary sad tho potential for 
more people to move to the area. 

On June 11, 1998, 13 people attended a public 
mecting in Yucca, Arizona. The mestamg wes mostly 
a queshon-end-epewer ssemon with the land exchange 
proponent responding to questions comcerming 
development. Cossments included the following. 

— The exchange is good for psople as it clamnates the 
checkerboard ownersiup, wiach lessens problems. 
Respomss: Thank you for the comment. 
— A concern that blocked public lands wi!) becomes 
wiiderness and that access will be stopped. Responss: 
The BLM has no plans to study any wilderness 
expanmon. Wilderness designations are made by 
Congress. 

~- Land from Golden Valley south of T. 18 N., R. 17 
W. should be retasmed as reedential and not developed 
as industrial properties. Response: Thus 1s outnde the 
scope of the exchange as zomg 1s the responsbulity of 
Mohave County Pleaming and Zommng. 

-- Retam BLM parcels within the selscted lands block 
for parks, ctc. Response: The cachamge proponent is 
working with Mohave County to identify lands for 
these purposes. 

— Development of private land will impact wildlife. 
Response: Impacts on wildlife were studsed in the 
draft EIS, including how wildlife will be affected if 
the exchange does or doss not go through. 

— Biimanetag the checkerboard owaersap will 
reduce private landowner/grazing conflicts. Respouss: 
Thaak you for yous comment. The draft EIS presents 
a section catitled People and cattle winch addresses 
thas 1ssu0. 

— Would like to see subdivmon suze limeted. 
Response: Thamk you for your comment. Follow-up: 
This comment 1s beng worked on by Mohave County 
within the context of the Dutch Fiat Aree Plan 
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— Would like to see soars BLM lend remem sscund 
Yucca fer communsty faceless. Respomec: Thsough 
the approval of the Kingman RMP, approximately |60 
acres ase demgnated nesr Yucca for thess purposes. 

— Limst indestnal development west of the rasiroad. 
Respomss: Thus is cutmds the scope of issues for the 
EIS and 1s the responssbality of Mohave County 
Planmeng and Zomag. 


Other meetings/briefings 


Ranching community 

All ranchers un the cachamge area were sent 
noufication of the public scopamg ponod and rasetungs. 
All ramchers with selected/public isads in thear 
allotments were semt notuces of the cachange proposal. 
area were invited to attend a Jume |6, 1997 meeting at 
the Kingman BLM office. Of the 10 ramchers who 
vould be affected by the cachange, five attended the 


~- How long will remching be able to contunue after 
the lands are blocked up? 

— Are there any guarantees that the lands for grazing 
won't be lost? 

— During the EIS process, the probable sources of 
water aad water consumpuon should be ascertained 
and analyzed. The scenano for water development 1s 
different in a blocked area than in a dispersed 
development. 

~- How will the exchange impact the vaiue of the 


grazing permt? 

-- More coordimaton 1s needed. 

—~ The exchange process needs to be better cxpiamed. 
— There could be an economnc loss 2s ranch values 
may decrease. 

— Staastics are available on development of 40-ecre 
parcels (e.g., how long they are vacant after sale). 

— The integnty of the ranches should be looked at, 
vnth aad without the exchange. 

~ The proponents will keep castle on the ailotment to 
get the tax break; after the inventory 1s sold, the 
proponents will cease caring aad wiil actually heip to 
get the cows out. 

~ Do not commder any restructurrag (boundary 
changes or number of cattle chamges) of ailotmenss. 
— Repasr costs to the permsttee will increase in the 
hlocked ownsrsinp situanon sed should be analyzed. 


-- What about compensation for fences and other 
developments oa lands goang from private to public? 

A masetmg for the ranchers potentually affected by 
the eachangs wes held at S p.m. on November 3, 1997 
at the BLM Kingman Field Office to follow up cn 
questions aad comments recerved from the June 16 
mectuing. The topscs ncinded: 

— use of water and associated improvements, 

— compensstion for range tamprovements on lends 
proposed to be transferred into private ownership, 
— allotsemt boundary casements, 

— grazing edmmustration (two-year warver), 

— existing cassments aad developments sad 

— schedule aad process. 

On January 9, 1996, a meetmg was held in 
Kingman at ths Mohave County Library at the request 
of the ranchers. Only these of the 10 ranchers with 
ranches beang affected by the cachange were among 
the 37 people im attendamce. The focus of the mecting 
wes to discuss the economsc effects of the cachange on 
the ranches aad the services provided by Mokuve 
County. Dr. Jim Chauue and Dr. George Frievold 
froma the Univermty of Arzoma discussed thear 
posseble ievoivement in thas land exchange. The reselt 
of the mectang wes to scheduie a followup nesting for 
January 72 to develop a scope of work for assessing 
ranch econommc umpacts due to ihe exchange and 
alternative. 

On January 22, 1996, 16 people attended a mesting 
at the BLM Kingman Field Office. Doctors Chamie 
aad Frnsvoid from the Uneversity of Arizona agreed to 
take the uaformanoa provided at the mecting and 
develop a scope of work based on questions from the 
ranchers and the Mohave Coury epresuntatives. 

On February 18, 1998, thr: BLM recemved a 
prelimunary draft Statement of Work from the 
University of Anizoma (UofA). Upon review, the 
BLM requested one change, whs:h was the dua dete of 
the report (from June 30, 1998 to May 15, 1998). 
The Statement of Work was recerved from the UstA 
on March 5 and approved om Masch 11 by the BLM. 
The UofA commenced work, including uwerviews of 
the ranchers, and provided the report to the BLM on 
May 29, 1993. The report was copied and hand 
delivered to the affected ranchers between June | and 
Jume 3, 1998. 

On Jume 10, 1998, the professors from the UofA 
presented the results of theer study at 2 mecteng held 
for the 10 affected reachers. In addation, the 
professors offered to nmset with cach ramchor 
individually. The resuite of the report have been 
uscorporated into the final EIS. 
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Mohave County 

Representatives of the Mohave County Public 
Comnmattes, Econcanc Development Authornty, 
County Attorusy’s office and Board of Supervisors 
have been involved in the EIS process. 


1997 

1/10 At the quarterly county cocedimation mesting in 
the county conference room im Kingsaan, 
general informanon aad maps were presented 
comcermng the cxchange. 


Scopang letters were sux to representatives of 
the Boasd of Supervieoss, Public Works sad 
Planming and Zong. No ome from the county 
attended the public scopung moctings 12 an 


At the Public Land Use Comanuttse meetang, an 
informational bnefing included maps and a fact 


6/11 


6/17 


sheet. 

7/25 The BLM met with representatives of Mohave 
County Planning and Zoning. 

8/18 Three Mohave County representatives attenced 
the regular [nterdisciplinary Team meeting. 


The istent of the meeting was to solicit concerns 
sad information about impacts of the proposed 
exchange. 


9/10 The BILM met with constituents at the Mohave 
County Public Works conference room, 3675 E. 
Andy Devine Ave., Kingman. Discc aon 
concerned a request to abandon the part of 
McCracken Mine Road within the 
selected/public lands area. Attendees adjourned 
to the Economic Developmem Authonty office, 
where it was suggested that this nght-of-way 1s 
tied to the exchange and shouid be resoived as 
part of the exchange. 


The BLM met with Mohave County 
representatives as a folkvw-up to the September 
10 meeting to discuss the parcel plat process 
wed the issues raised in the letter from Public 
Works dated September 4. Moet of these issues 
are ted to development rather than the 
exchange. A follow-up letter dated September 
25 was sent to Mike Sawiull encouraging him to 
work with the county to discus: the 
development plans. 


9/17 





10/21 The BLM met wath county representatives at the 
Mohave County Publac Works confarence 
room, 3675 E. Amdy Devine Ave., Kingman. 
McCrackas Mine Road wus discussed snd it 
was agreed that the outcome of thus mesting 
would be written up and mgaed by the 
attendess. All agreed to Mike Sewhall applymg 
for a FLPMA Title V right-of-way to be 
processed as past of the exchange EIS. Rights- 
of-way from Sawhall and from ASARCO will 


be granted upon comspietice of the exchanges. 








2/17 At the request of the Public Land Uss 
Commmettes, a general update oa the eac’_amge 
wes presented. Aleo presented were the results 
of the appraseal of the exchange properties. 


5/19 A presentation wes made to the Public Land 
draft EIS. The BLM presented the times, dates 


and locations of the public mectings, the length 
of the comment period, how to comment 





about the floodplems ia the Dutch Filet area. 


7/21 At the request of the BLM, one of the 


University of Anzona professors who prepared 
the ranching study presented the results nd 
answered questions at a Public Laad Use 
Computtee mecting. 


Ie addition, the Hualapas Mountam Land Exchange 
was discussed at Public Land Use Consmsttse meetings 
on October 21, November 18 and Docember 16, 1997 
and January 20, June 16 and September 15, 1998. 
The BLM attended -ach of these moctings and was 
involved iu the discusmons. 


Resource Advisory Council 

The Resource Advisory Council (RAC) was 
designated by the Secretary of the lmtenor to provide 
advice to the BLM State Director on land management 
issues. The RAC toured the exchange area on June 
20, 1997, recerved information on issues regarding the 
exchange and will be kept inform- { throughout the 


process. 
On May 13, 1998, the BLM Kingman Field Office 
Manager updated the Resource Advisory Council on 











‘heapter 5 - Conaudaion and courtinamon 


the land exchange. The RAC expressed a very 
posstive feeling about the Hualepa: cuchange and 
contacts made with Mohave County as weil as 
senaativity to the ranching community. Aa cxampie of 
the BLM ’s efforts to understand and incivde the 
ranchers’ concerns is the contract that the BLM had 
with the University of Arizona to collect rancher 

the ranchers were able to provide. 


Native American consultation 

The BLM Kingman Field Office Manager and 
Cuilturai Hentage Specialist set up and attended 
mectings with the Hualapa: Tribe at Peach Springs, 
Amnzona and the Colorado River Indian Tribes at 
Parker, Arizona. 

The Mojave Tribe at Needles, Califorma was 
contacted, but wes unable to attend a meeting. They 
were sent 2 map and descnipiicos: of the proposed land 
exchange and the project was explained to them via 
telephone. 

The consultation meetings were set up to expiain 
the proposed land exchange, discuss the cultural 
survey to be done and to request commeats about the 
project. At these meetings, and in letters sent to the 
tribes, requests were made for any concerns about 
religious or traditional use on the proposed land 
exchange parceis. 

The Hualapai Tribe responded positively at the 
additional lands in the Hualapa: Mountains and 
fouthill areas would have a beneficial effect. They 
consider the areas sacred and were picased that the 
lands would not be developed. They also mentioned 
the posmbility of establishing a Huailapa: cuiturai 
center in the mountains. They expressed no other 
specific concerns. 

The Colorado River Indian Tribes also agreed that 
the proposed land exchange would be positive. Their 
only concern was that a special effort be made during 
the cultural resource survey to identify any Native 
American trais. 


Habitat Partnership Committee 

On July 17, 1997, information about the proposed 
Huals pa: Mountains Land Exchange was presented to 
the Kingman Habitat Partnership Commnttec. 

On November 20, 1997, 11/20/97, 24 people 
attended at meeting at the BLM Kingman Field Office. 
The topic of the proposed Hualapai exchange 
comments concermmng the effect on ranches and 





services provided by Mohave County. It was decaded 
that a rancher member of the Habetat Partnership 
Commuttes would contact the 10 ranchers with ranches 
in the eachange ares. Only two ranchers responded to 
the contact. which was made by ictter. In response to 
a suggestion that the BLM or the proponents bring in 8 
specialist in ramch economucs, it was recommended 
that the University of Anzona provide this expertise. 

On January 20, 1998, a short update was gives on 
the progress of bringing in an authonty on ranch 
economucs. 


Arizona Department of Environmental 
Quality 

On June 17, 1998, the Husiape: Mountams Land 
Exchanye was part of the agenda for ADEQ’s monthly 
meeting of the Colorado River Management Zone. 
providing an update and answering questions about the 
exchange, which was piaced on the agenda for the July 
15 meeting with the group directed to review the draft 
EIS. 

On July 15, 1998, the land exchange wes discussed 
at ADEQ’s monthly meeting of the Colorado River 
Management Zone. In attendance were the BLM, the 
exchange proponent and a representative from Mobave 
County Planning and Zoning. The meesting was 
questions and answers; no issues were raised that were 
not covered in the dreft EIS and no letter of concern or 
comment was received from thus group. 


Congressional notification 

On May 6, 1998 members of the Siatewide Anzona 
Exchange Team bnefed Congresmonai representatives 
on all proposed land exchanges (BLM) including the 
Hualapa Mountain Land Exchange. 


Environmental justice 

On February 11, 1994, Executive Order 12898, 
“Federal Action to Address Environmental Justice in 
(Order)" was published in the Federal Register (59 FR 
7629). The order requires federal agencies to identify 
and address disproportionateiy high and adverse 
human health or environmental effects of its programs, 
low-ncome populations. 
through opportunities to receive public information of 
the proposed action, a public participstion pian that 
included landowners adjacent to the project area and 
individuais of minority populations. A review 
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Yucca, Arizona 

The BLM gratefully acknowledges tbe asniatance of 
Mike File, supenntemacat of schools, Susan Yeates, 
clerk of the Yucca Fire District for ther contributions 
to tus document. 
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Bill Wadsworth, Reaity Specialist, nghts-of-way, 
the BLM 





Rebecca Peck, Wildlife Br:logist, biological resources, BS Wildlife Manage'aent, Humboidt State University, 
one year with the Sui! C>:#ervanon Service, 19 years with the BLM 





Bob Hall, Wildlife Biologist, biological resources, BS Wildlife Management, Humboldt State University, 20 
years with the BLM 





University, 20 years with the BLM 





Andy Whitefield, Range Management Specialist, ranching, BS Range Management, Sui Ross State 
University, se» <n years with the BLM 





Donaid E. Simonis, Archaeologist, cultural resources, BA and MA Anthropology, Anzona State University, 
20 years with the BLM 





John H. Thompsun, Geologist, minerals, BS Applied Geology, Northem Anzona University, two years with 
the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, seven years with the BLM 





Paul Hobbs, soil Scientist, surface protection (soils), BS Soil Science, California Polytechmic State 
University, 16 years with the Department of Intenor, 10 years with the BLM 





Don McClure, Planmng/Environmental Specialist, document coordinator, BS Forest Management, Northern 
Anzona University, MS Range Management, University of Anzona, 10 years with the BLM 





Bob Posey, Wiidlife Biologist, Anzona Game and Fish Department, biological resources 





Mike Blanton, Range Management Specialist, ranching, BS Range Ecology, New Mexico State University, 
13 years with the BLM 





Keith Curry, Range Management Specialist, ranching 





Scott Elefnitz, Range Management Specialist, ranching, BS Range Science, Washington State University, one 
year with the U.S. Forest Service, two years as a private consultant and 12 years with the BLM 





John Jamrog, BS Forestry, technical review, University of Montana, 22 years with the RLM 








John Christensen, Manager, document review, BS Forestry, Utah State University, 24 years with the BLM 
































= 9 Soh SS > a 
z e96e on 53 9 3 
ort ethipreert treet neta Serer ae 


Lin Fehimann, Water Rights Specialist, water resources section, BS Secondary Education, Biology, 18 years 
with the BLM 








Wendeil Peacock, Writer/Editor, document editing, BA Mass Commumicaiions/English, Arizona State 
University, three years with the state of Hawaii, 12 years with the BLM 
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John Botamist, biological resources section, BA Botany, University of Califormia at Santa Barbara, 
1971, BS Rangeland Resources, Oregon State University, 1977, MS Botany, Arizona State University, 1986, 
11 years with the BLM and 11 years with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 





Steve Markman, Hydrologist, water resources section, MS Watershed Management, Humboidt State 
University, four years with the National Weather Service and U.S. Forest Service and six years with the BLM 





Cindy Alvarez, Planning and Environmental Coordinator, overall preparation review, BS Environmental 
Resources, Arizona State University, four years with the U.S. Forest Service and 18 years with the BLM 





Dave Wilson, Cartographer, map preparation, BS Geology, University of Kansas, post graduate studies in 
Forestry, Utah State University, eight years with the Defense Mapping Agency and |! years with the BLM 





Manilyn Casiano, Cartographer, map preparation, attended University of Anzona and technical schoois, eight 
years with the BLM 





Alicia Leone, Land Law Examiner, nghts-of-way and legal descriptions 











Gary Stumpf, Archaeologist, cultural resources sections review, BA Anthropology, University of Califorma, 
Berkeley, MA Anthrovology, University of California, Los Angeles, one year with the U.S. Forest Service 
and 22 years with the BLM 








Chnstina (Gina) Ramos, Natural Resource Specialist, socioeconomics section, BS Range Science, New 
Mexico State University, MBA, University of Phoenix, 17 years with the BLM 





Bill Ruddick, Supervisory Realty Specialist, Business \dmunistration Studies, Anzora State University, 19 
years with the BLM 





Gregg Simmons, Planning and Environmental Coordinator, overali preparation review 

















Glossary 


Alloqmes — An area of land designated and managed 
for grazing livestock 


Anumail unit month (AUM) — The amount of forage 
necessary for sustenance of ome cow or its 
equivalent for one month 


Couperative agreement — An authouization for a 
range improvement or treatment on BLM lands by 
an agreement whereby ownership and/or 
maintenance is divided between the BLM «ad the 
cooperating party, usually a rancher 


CYL — Cattle year-long 


Ephemeral stream — A stream which flows only 
during and immediately after rainfall or snowfall 


Fence-na fence district — A state of Anzona 
designation of areas upon which fencing property 
from range livestock is the responsibility of the 
property owner (fence district) or the rancher (no- 
fence district) 


Perennial stream — A stream or spnng with year- 
round surface flow 


Privade contrelied lands — Private lends within a 
ranch on which the forage is controlled by the 
rancher, ather by ownership o- lease, or deeded 
grazing rights 


Private uncontrolled lands — Private lands withm a 
ranch on which the rancher has no owneraiup or 
crmtroi of forage 


Range mprowwent — A structure, achion or 
practice that facilitates management of the range 
or livestock grazing on it, creases forage 
production or improves watershed and :ange 
condition 


Section 4 range mmprovement permit — A permit 
authorizing 8 range improvement or treatment on 
BLM lands wherelvy the permit hoider (usually a 
rancher) has sole ownersup and maintenance 
reaponsinlity of the range improvement 


Supplemental feed — A feed winch supplements 
forage and is provided to improve livestock 
nutrition or rangeland management 





























Office of Civil Engineering 

Office of National Environmental 
Policy Act Oversight 

Pine '_ake Fire Department 

Pinyon Pine Fire Department 

State Histcnc Preservation Office 

U.S. Arrsy Corps of Engineers, 





























Chapter 6: Comment letters and 





This chapter presents reproductions of the 21 
public comment letters receaved on the draft EIS 
durmg the 90-day comment penod. Each letter was 
numbers. 





responses 


The followmg pages provide the 21 comment letters 
letters are the BLM’s responses to the comments. 
The BLM wishes to thank everyome who provided a 
comment letter on the draft EIS. 

















Dona McClure 

eres ot Laao Managemen 

Sungman 1 read Offhoe o uw 
2475 Beverty Avenue 

Kangman, A 640! .- wil}: 


Re  Heeges Mounts Land fF ichenge 
welt Paversemesan | mpart Miosusent 


Dear Mr. McClure, 


| have reviewed the Draft Envwonmeutai impact Stesemem (DEIS) supmewed for the 
‘Huanpe Mountme Laed Lichange sm pot quatified to Comment on many of the tologucal and 
resource issues. However, ia my opumen, as County Mamager for Mohave County, the DEIS is 
defrcsemt in its treatment of the socsuscomomme impacts «{ the exchange 








The DEIS based up the opumon thet Gevetopment weil cocur in the ares v. sther the 
1-1 cneretore there are no addiucam es 
the exchange. This 1s not true aad the EIS needs to adex the impacts. amd thear 





matigavoa. in much more detasi_ 


Whate : agree that some Gevetopenest in the 1aad exchange ases wail cocus regardiess «1 the 
and (xchange, us iand exchange wail Crumee che Largest singie body ct laag under one Owner in the 
tase ot Anzona, over /00 squase ries “hus Dtock of potennay Gevetopmeent couid ¢xosed the size 
of the City/County of San Framcsaco, Calnformea! White some sates and devetopment could occur 
og (he parcets under (he current ownersiup arrangemem. (he blocking of these parceis has 
vonsaderebie impacts not presemt under the current arrangement « onssder. {or metamor 


1. Weter: By placing the devetapeble iand in one iange block. ihe cos and abslity to 
1-2 jevetop water supphes aad distribute those suppies 10 potemual users 1s sagmficantty 
~oduced, (hereby increasing the potenmai sates aad Cevetopment of the blocked parcets 

over the Current disbursed percets. 


Tremepertatios: Once again. by tinging the devetopadle parceis imto on = wge block. 


raf 


= 
















a@mn \vCeenNNg Us PORERING: Lan ond Orvetopenem Of ths ceecEes pascets ver tie 
FE CIPETESS pasores 


3. Ciimsecy of Len Yeh ie eye cles i pesoee, ke CERNE ~All CEperemce | Gar 
Acree, ro the ves of lame cas incesenss flexs> sty ©) Gevetep parce sseund wapen 
nents ond Other rrencuons 0 and Cevesopement “hes inceenses flexsbetty “ti 


in Tobie i, a a ne ee eer 
Ol property ms unde Ue Secoessneme ceruon .{ tees atte §=heve is ne memmen of the 


Doreen Gum jor papi. servioss atl hew (new paix serie well be proveded ane hamid 
‘| ikermore. Usere 1s mc cescuemon of the mirEstrecmet OcunanGed of Sach 0 mange Grvetogresnt ane 
how ther infvusrucme well be fended and mene 


Aehare \ camty \omuiuem WO be suppereve ol Une prapossd iam . molmage fora versely of 
-wasems «However, ‘hei suppest dees net resem (het we well net imme! (hen te suey of the 
COVWORRREEEE VENpECT: Of Ors CACRERGS mutmEtt 4) CODGs AepERES Ov Ose nee thn ¢ RChERyE 
arti have for pubic Services and minREIUCISS and CW atatety to provide am frmemet thts services 
28 iiemrecnee «=k lorwesd to vow (Onmdaramon of (nem \Gapertaa immeES a6 PER Ot Sour 
may 
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May 8. | 998 


Cam | ee 

tere etonoes P resecs 
wwe Of | ome Memeguemet \sngeemm + etd (feo 
. 475 Bowaty Ave 

Kingman, Angoma, 8640/6279 


Xeferemee Momer of 4 vematety of Orel Memeeme béranes «and | xckempe 
 fwwosmesta impact \unemee/"es Amend 


aquest | be provebes 1 copy of the ramreneed Cecwmmeme aa8 pence: Of te muniag en 
7 af ones ond ay acdsee COOEEEES Certameng [0 ifs schon 
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Thus letter 1s un assembiage of the questions, comments and concemns o/ the Public Land Use Committee. 


Don Marbo. Chamen. Wildemess, Wildhfe and Eadengered Spores Subcomenaties - The values of Dutch 
Flat to wildlife and sportamen umerests are minimal. The ares 1s inhabited pnmanity by amall game anumais 
such as Mourning dove, Gambel's quail and rabbits, though some mule deer and predators such as coyotes, 
gray fox and bobcats are also in the area. Some birds of prey are also known to inhebii the area. 


The top of the Hualapa: Mountains arc « different story. The mountains have much more to offer . ‘dlife 
and these lands being managed in a block by the Bure. of Land Management is better than the ali. iv 
in which private lands are interepzised with public lanu. making lend nw: ‘went much more difficun. 


Big gane amumals inchudnig desert mule deer, etk, mountain hon and, occamovally, a black bear mhabe this 
area. Birds of prey, including hawks, ow's and, occasionally, an eagle also inhabn ihe top of the Hualapai 
Mountaans. Small gasne arumals, including quail, . zhbits and predators, aleo are found in the proposed trade 
areas 


When evaluating the potential benefits to wildlife .od consumptive and nonconsumptive users, it is easy to 
see that the trade benefits ali these interests. 


Managing wildlife in solid blocks of public land is aot an easy task for wildlife managers nd when these 
areas are divided up with private landowners being interspersed throughout the area, being able w 
accommodate all of the interest 1s almost impossible. Usually .1t is the wildlife tha’ ends up being displaced 
or destroyed. Case in point is Pine Lake, where private lands in the middie of a n:gjor Ponderosa Pine 
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Don McClure, BLM 
May 14, 1998 
Page 2 


ecosystem has caused many human/wiidlife confhcts. Those conflicts resulted in the mayor predators in the 


area, mountan bons and a bear, being hunted down and destwoyed by the Anzona Geme & Fish | epertment 
and/or Wildlife Services. 


A reduction of confly.ts between wildlife and pnvate landowners would be achieved if the trade were 
completed and projects by agencies to stabilize or increase the numbers of wild animals could also be 
in n° aceaed. 


3-1] - My fret concern is public land access with the 
blocks: , up of private land. 


My secvad concer is that the Green Activist Groups will file a lawsuit against the Bureau of Land 
3-2 J Management to expand the Websyume Wilderness to include most or all of the blocked public land. In 
conversation the Bureau of Land Management says this will never happen, but it is doubiful. 


Third, | feel that the ranchers that are beung affecteu in a negative manner. 


The mayor positive thet | find 1s thet the development is gong to happen with or withow! the trade. 
Checkerboerd development may be worse than the wade. | would rather have the Bureau of Land 
Management managmng the high I:ualepess then Ben Brooks. Blocked up BLM country with good access 
hes to be better for the casual user, i.c., hunters, four-wheolers, etc. 


- The evaluation of impacts to manera! 
Tesources must inchude the impacts to resources .. the surroundir’g areas, not just wn the lends involved in 
3-3 ff the exchange. When the lands in ths exchangs become populated, the homeowners typically won't wont 


are farther reaching than the exchange boundanes. 





capecity 
as compared to projected usage, including the consideration that even thougl: the original sales will be 40 
acres, investors often split thees parcels into smaller parcels for resale 


The trads should take into consideration the current and projected goals of MCEDA in developing the 1-40 
industnal corndor. These industrial developments could/would tap into the same water source and impect 
the water supply. 
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Phil Stntematier, Chairman Transportation Subcommities - As the Public Land Use Committee 
Transportation char, the exchange does not seem to affect my committee in any way, at least for the present. 
If the exchange goes forward, there may be some impacts in the future when and if people begin to take up 
residence. And | see those umpacts as being possibly burdensome to the county coffers in terms of the aced 
for unproved/extended infrastructure. Water would also seem to be an area of major concern if development 
proceeds. 


| am concemed sbout the negative impact to the cattle ranching community. The loss of agricultural use 
of land for any type of crop, animal or vegetable, is a real concern of mine. 


Taman Puchbeuer, Vice Chasman. for Rob Grumbles, Chairman Timber Committers - There has been a 
concer about the cost to the county for each of the transactions which Mohave County processes. This is 

3-6 ff always expressed as a negative. Mohave County has a low tax base. The analysis needs to evaluate the 
increased value of residential property and the increased revenue to the county. Will this incrcased value 
offeet the increased cost? 


3-6 Private property has no legal mandate to protect Areas of Critical Environmental Concern. They should 
structure the exchange to retain all or as much of the ACEC as possible. 


Will the exchange unprove BLM fire protection both in the grasslands portion as well as the mid-elevation 
and high elevation areas? 

3-7 
Will the exchange be a positive influence or a detriment to the proposed fire management policy and the 
proposed prescnbed burns to enhance vegetation, grazing and wildlife management? 


Does the BLM hav. . resporsibility to maintain the rural stmosphere of Mohave County? How will the 
proposed land exchange affect this characteristic? 


0-9 § Ogee ate Seat cptaes: 1d amounts? If so, by how 
much and in what direction? Will the exchange increase water infiltration 0: reduce it? 


3-@ § Will the proposed land exchange improve access to public lands or will access be more difficult? 
3-10 § Will opportunities for off-highway ORV recreation improve or decrease with the proposed land exchange? 


3-11 | Will the land exchange improve or diminish fire protection, sheriff or potice protection to all 300,000 acres 
affecte in the land exchange? 
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Assumption: The private 640-ecre preces will be developed. Will the consolidation of Dutch Flat and other 
areas into a mayor block of private ressdential ares bx an improvement in the amenives and charactensti.s 
of the Dutch Flat area? 


What vill be the impact on big game management by the Anzons Game & Fish Department? Will the 
3-12 F exchange facilitate and unprove big game management and hunter enjoyment? Lowland game birds have 
the same issue. 


Will BLM scale down the proposed land exchange if undesirable effects are found? Does it have the legal 
3-13 ne What would trigger such « downsizing of the exchange? 


If the proposed land exchange would eliminate or make uneconomical some ranch or ranching operation, 
3- 14 Jf can or will the BI alter the proposed land exchange to delay the impact or eliminate or add to thet portion 
from the proposed exchange? 


dum Bacher, Chesrman Busnes and industry Subcomerutties - My main obyections, as stated m our February 
1996 meeting with Don McClure, the appraisers and the representative of Ben Brooks & Associates have 
not been answered or changed. 


my opinion, the exchange is not equitsble for Mohave County. The apprassal was tresed af ts conception 
3-16 ee ae The ‘ong term cost for the 
County im its present form is prohsbetive. 


3-16 The EIS does not answer the questions concerning the ranchers or the long term cost te Mohave County. 
The BLM hes taken the atutude in the EIS that it is not their problem. 


Elo E-~wnrdy, Member Craneg Subcommities - Thas is « sympous of my thoughts on the exchange. What 
I hope BL24 will do is lay owt a map of Moheve County and outline the current areas of concentrated 
subdivision w.~re people are now moving intc, namely Bulfhead City/Moheve Valley, Golden Valley, 
Kangynan (inchading 2 area wamediately to the north), Dolan Springs and Meadvicw. After outlining these 
areas on the map it is casy to vieuskze thet these areas alone heve 2 potential population of millions of 
people. We need to look 100 years down the road and realize that there is a common bond thm will be s 
concern to all citizens, city and urban dwellers slike. Thet common bond 1s water. We all need it and in 
this ares our water comes from groundwater supplies. So understanding this and agein looking af a map, 
\t becomes very important thet people expansion may need to be liméted to the areas on the map that are 
currently being encumbered with people and the remainder of the ares be managed primarily for waterheed. 
Our continued living in this part of the world will depend on it, in my opinion. 
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So now the Federal government is proposin, the second largest land transaction in the history of Mohave 
County, the first being the lands g ‘ants to the rastroad. | have not made up m: mind whether the exchange 
is good or bed from a watershed perspective, but | think the cbjective of the BLM's compiling the 
Eavironmentai impect Statement is to make this determination. What | would like the BLM to do is 
carefully analyze the watershed issue in the EIS. 


From my own expenence, | know there is a beneficial relanorshuy, between large ansmals on the ground and 
healthy, productive watershed. | use as an example a small study the BLM conducted several years ago 
using Hobetic Management in Golden Valley. Runofl was measured in an ares of no livestock use versus 
an area where catthe were on the land. The results were amazing Where the livestock were excluded, three 
to four tumes as much water ran off the land compared to the use ares where the cattel hooves broke up the 
surface cap on the soil. Even in our low precipitation on the Mojave, it does not take a rocket scientist to 
calculate the beneficial effects proper watershed management could have to our groundwater supphes if we 
have the potennal to put thres times as much water beck into the ground than wz are doing now. | admit 
this study was not long enough in duration to prove anytheng from a statistical standpoint, but it certainty 
ments conmderabon when we are loolung long term to provide water for our rapidly expanding population. 
in my opmnion, the public will be paying livestock operators 100 years from now to perform the service of 
creating healthy watersheds. And with that thougi in mund, \e need 10 leave enough open rangeland to 
accomplish tus goel. Cherckerboard or solid block? Which provides the best watershed protection for this 
perucular pert of Mohave County? The EIS should carefully analyze this issue. 


The remainder to this memo is just thoughts for discussion and i want to emphasize this is only from a 
watershed | magement perspective. | have tried to put blinders on, s0 to speak. The exchange involves | | 
Happy Jack Wash, Bonanne, Hackberry, Walepai Ranch, and Cedar Canyon. Watershed management needs 
to be discussed 07 an allotment besss because of the relationsiup of good livetock management to good 
watershed condition. It is assumed the livemock are managed with the proper time control regarding grazing 
versus rest periods which will result in maxisnum vegststive production. The first three allotments on the 
lst cover the majourty of the trade and, therefore, this is where my comments concentrate. The remainder, 
although no less important from s watershed management standpoint, have little land involved in the trade 
and, therefore, are not discussed. Discussion looks long term, 100 years-plus. 


Ciucken Springs Allotment: Thes is a large ranch of approximately six and one-helf townsheps. ‘(he eastern 
one-fourth of the ranch is mountainous and the remaining portion extends west out from the base of the 
mountain to the valley bottom. The proposed exchange will block up the majority of the ranch as solid 
public, except for an area approximately equivalent to one township in the northwest part along Alamo 
Road, which would become solid private. This part is more logically discussed im conjunction with the 
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proposed soled block of private to the north on the LaCrenegs allotment. Therefore, i can be sad that the 
majority of thes ranch will become pubbc land which will be managed for multiple use. This woul! ve 
posstrve for weterched management. 


LaCienegs Allotment: Thes is another large ranch of approxumately seven and one-half townshups. The 
exure alixunent presently hes a checkerboard land patern The northeastern one-thurd is mounten us and 
the remesmung porvon extends west out from the bass of the s.ountam to the valley bottom. The preposad 
exchange will biock the mountain and ons sowtnern townsinp m the valley bottom os solid public. The 
remamder would be soled private We can anemme et the blocked public ures would be postive for 
weterthed management, and thet tbe blocked privete would ant. Ranember, we ere ihrewing m thx 
northwest porbun of the Chicken Springs Aliment for anelysis regesding the private bieck. So the 
queseen 1a, does the bility tc manage ths mowntamess ares fer watershed outeeigh the 

of the bahedes md the vailey bouton? If we bell tee mowstem checkerbesrded and « was evbdivided, the 
daaaty of peaphe hving m tes menetmn would prubabty be mach lees then the dematy on the bebades and 
the valley bottom. The rough country will physically lms dove cpment to 2 certain extent. Also, because 
ofthe broken netere of the mountain terrasn with many iargs and smell rocks mtevupereed with the gross and 
brush, water kas more opportmty to infilerete and there is lors sos! euscepaiiele to coppang aad ramming weer 
off, On Ge other bend, the aren oui from the bese of dee exouatom: bes leas lerge rocks aad mere soul winch 
ts susceptiole to capping end renning water off. So trom a | steruhed management \iewpeent, 1 may be 
better to concemmate efforts oul sway from the mountain. From tus perupoctive, the solid blecaed private 
would bt a 15 “ve wmpact to wetevuhed became: you ave rumoving afl managment peasibiliies due to the 
evintual egh deem, “{ pecple. Assuming a high deantry of ponple m » checkerboard ares out sway frou 
the mounten, woul! nere be 2 postive benefit to watershed management if the ahornste sectiens were to 
Termeen publec? | dank you could anfety say yes, from the standpoust that beaif 2 loaf may be better than aon 


The proposed exchange would provide for good watershed management m the mountem aad ehminete 
weemnked managumen! capebdities on the behedns and the vellsy bono Leaving the land chockarbowded 
is not the best of situations for watershed management, but ever so may weil be better than blocking. 


Hibernia Peak Allotment: This is a medium sized ranch of lathe over threes townships. A netle oles thar 
half of the ranch is in the mountain, wih the ramesnder east of the base of the mountain on the behades, 
stretching to the Bag Sandy River. The proposed exchangs would bieck the mountem solid public. The 
eamern area checkerboard private end cate lend, with the privie boing subject to subdivience Watershed 
discussion for thes area is samiter to LeCienega. 


In conclusion, thes whoie :seuc could be debated forever, but the purpose of the Environmental lenpact 
Statement is to analyze wnpects with good science. The issue is act an ensy one to got a handle on. | eugpest 
thet the BLM identify watershed as 2 primary concern and carefully analyze thus emee by ostemng the best 


a ol 
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expecties available. Professionals mn watershed managomen, rangt management, 20:is 
management and urban development should be consulted if the BLM does not have the required expertise 


Sample Caiculation of Watershed Recharge Comparing Exchange vs. Status Quo: This is for 
ibustrative purposes only and 1s aot mtended to bs scientific im nature, only food fo: thought. The author 
feels 1 merits conderanon by qualified experts in thew field who would then enalyze impacts based on 
known scientific pracaples. The suthor has observed the one experiment which seams to give credibility 
‘o the analyses im a very broad senee. 


The area analyzed 1s thet portion of the LaCienags Allotment thet drams into Buck Mountain Wash and 
Sacramento Wash. Ths exciudes the southern townsiep whech dreams south sto the Bill Wilhams River. 
For ease of calculation, let's assume the nountemous portion has an average of | (0 inches of precipitation 
per year und the Sehads and valicy bottoms 8 inches. 


Assumpuons - 
| Large enumal mnpact of breaking the soil crust with hoof ection, combined with proper rest periods 
for vegetative growth will result in thres times as much water percolating into the soii. 


2. lenpect by buof action 1s more effective on the bahades and valley bottom dus to the larger amount 
of sot] eveslable for capping. The mountainous area hes much more rock, brush and yress to break 
up resadrops ad alow percolaton Therefore, | am assumung the mountainous area will remem the 
saree, large animal or not 


3 Current percolation for the mountemcus region is 75% of anmual, or 7.5 inches Current percolation 
for the bahedes and valley is 60%, or 4.8 inches. These are both a SWAG. 


4. __ Percolation for the baheds and valley bottom will probably remain close to the 4.8 inches with the 
Current para! rest beeng apphed or even for total rest from large anamel mnpact. 





Approxmaste Acreages - 
Banadas and Valley Bottoms 

currently pablc 3,480 

slate 7040 

currensty RR 22.000 

Total Acres 82,560 
RbGeattie samWee 8 Sn See Make Mendes « Gryen Corte §=— Pa Seetmemer ©«Tim Get 9 Sen Marte 
Pemeer Seantong Boatman & ae Tremperice 8 Wa Wtewean, 
bes neery Repretees POE 4. 
Sowertate a 





(82,560 acres x 130,600 gallons (4 o-. &. or 4.8°]) 
Potesmal Percolation per Year with Largs Animal impect Applied with Time Control (ascumes reilveed land 


19 subdivided) - 

MMountast Provably remem eppromimatety the same due to the dificuizy of ebtmeing 
scbefortiel mapect pies wen, sock, sad cespant vegetation already promote 
perceisties to a certan degyce of theer own mart. 

Baodas/V aliey 17,061 500,800 gallons er $2,224,072 ease faat 


Thes 16 yest on extremely somplified Uhemration, but you cam soe thuse io simest a T-bdlbce gallon didiwoare 
am percolation, es cubcubated, gest (he public and ston lend on the bahaces and valley bemems 
svaileils for waterthed mangement. This is the type of mérmetion that | fool should be anetyred ms dee 
Envir ementel impact Statmment. Eee Round 


‘anita Waite, Chsireemen Ousing Sebeemanitins - Wh con the BLM do to guarentes continued ovens 
3-18 | and mushtipic use of ths high country ence it is blocked solid public land with the lower portion controlled 
by many private parties? 


3-19 Se at, Oy ER On (Can thoes lands bs 
exchanged im such 6 way to minimize the effects? 


How can tus exchanges be dene to cause the iuast expense to the county” 


9-20 |] Wt MCEDA': grate ter eo interred pas being toubed af” Once we hove development, ws need 2 place 
to bring in industry providing jobs for people. 


How can the proper: otadies be acheved with the ngod deadlines mmpesed? Ali partes should beast, 
inchedeng the communsty 


(ite Ment «6 Gren Cetin §=6 Fa Steer 
Binding eee feet = 6 
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We have been trying t gst s management plan wad EIS finakzed sence Jans 1996. All parwes heve been 
12 agyeement mace the beguming. Thos mveoives caly o grazing wesus. in comparnen, the enchex7: s 
vxwemely comphcated, mrvolveng wemy mmees and uxanewered questons with far-reacheny effecu How 
can 4 propose of the smagnvente bc held wo dhe ngod Geodinnes berg ost forth” 

bheery uepertent wees orc ¢ < beag green preper deaty We os 2 comemumety are boeng takd whech eas 
will be weded fer winch kands, when, with steady, the inns patterns may be Gent more sfhcoentty and 
eflactrvaty fer everyens. The iaieis that are cuchenged shveld te based on ths neds of des commmensty, the 
resources and the people who are uamg the land of well as tes developer not just the iuterest of the 
developer 


Saucerety. 

Anta Wane, 

Grazmeg Subcommntee 
AW: 


ce: Board of Supervieors 


Joba Chrutensen, BL 
RSCORRNTTER CRAMER 
Get Crete fc Wee 8 tp Pee Stet GpeeGete Nites eG Geli 
Rats Grassy Ouctese 6 thy Quality & PBiatng Ssessie foagnwtin =6(ler Sttewam, 
feesten Rap a 
Bhat Grbtsagesd 
Sets 
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To Field Office Manager, Kingman Field Office, Bueas of Land Manageme-2, 
Kungmen. Anzoms 


FROM Acung Fietd Supervisor 
SUBJECT ‘ustepe: Mountaes Land Eachenge 


The Fish and Wildisle Service hes reviewed the aformanon provided by the Buress of Land 
Maungeaent on the subyeci lend exchanger m Moheve County. Arion. sad hes the following 
comments for your comsderation 


Tee Service endersands Ge sustyens ond sssempuons used by thr Busses to come to findengs 
of may effect. beneficon effect for Gr eanangered Husinge: Mesucen vole (Abcrems mruce 
hmaipmenns) und bexicen spomed owl (Sru occedensalis inceds) for Ge proposed sctien 
Prusmcnoa of lseed spacers and thew hebants on private lands sa grester chuSenge then = faced 
om federal lets §=Traasder of preven inads Comtpanang actead or potsumal hebetat for cortangered 
species mao federal owecruhep 255 provide a benefit to the specs However. fs muportem 
to commder tat under federsi management. adverse effects w Ge specees and as hebist mey 
ovcs: so long as .here 3 a0 jeopardy or adverse modéficance of criical babast lategranoa of 
Gee acquered lands mio mrskaphe est mchoteng rvestoch gratmg. will result & other Gn 
beasfical effecs occurnag The Service recogmmsss Gest the Buseas will consider those effects 
whea mcorporanng the wrwty acquered lands mio citing management plans and will consult 
a Sp prope wate 


The Service concurs wah the findings © = eflect, bemsdicial effect for the vole and he ow! 
based on several poms. Firm. Get mo. °° «(ian for either species is being waded out of 
federal ownersiup, second, sutuble orp = tly suctabts 2ebitets ose beeng waded imo federal 
ownersiep and theer lands provide for co.ceteacy of managemest Gwecnon curventty tacking. 
cad Gree that the reqeested comcurreace = on thr cachengr of lends ond Ge amendment 10 the 
Brresn's existing resource management plen and aot on the mmegraton of @e arw lands mio 
mealtophe wae 


The Buseas also asked for concurrence on 2 findeng of may effect. mut lihetly to adverscty affect 
for Gu peregrne falcon (Fuico peregrinns examen) These ave ro known nesting territories is 
he project area. however mugrating faicoms may pass through te area Land with foraging 











powanel = beng warsferved out of federal owversinp and other lands wah sumeles or gresner 
potennel se bemg cquwed = Acdmenally. te coeenen of commgnems blocks of iederd kal a 


RAGA PTRCROS 

could Gerapt tnicon forage or angeanoms Pflect: from esther of these factors would be very 
smell and not ldnety wo be mgeficem Based on Geer feces. Ge Service concerns wah tr 
finding of may effect, act iinety «© adversely sffect Ge peregran faicon 


Thamk you for te opportunity to review these findings lf Gere ave amy quesuoms. please 
comtect Lestey Fiezpetrick or Ted Cosdery. 


Ash 


Thomes A. Getz 
Actung Fietd Supervor 


cc: Regions! Dwector, Fish and Wildlide Service, Albuquerque, NM (ES) 






































Ptease recall the descusmon Cherie Meyer aad myself hed with you and Paul yesterday regarding 
the subject land exchange 


We gave ycu a marked copy of a map showing che sections under the eubyect exchangs now 
lughlighted by us to im‘tcate the land sections where considerable avens are m a Special Flood 
Hazard Ares (SFHA) as defined by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). ks 
not thet these areas cannot be used Ser development, but before sary develapmant occurs 
Floodplese Uses Penmets are mandatud by the F.deral, State and County Governments. 
Subscquant comphance documents need to be produced to us as etherwies the development will 
remain in violation of the NFTP and the  <aty Floodplain Ordinance. 

The mtent of the NFIP (Nations! Flood Insurance Program) is to protect peopl: and property 
agmnst the flood and other related Lasards. The best way of course is to keep the floodplains m 
thei natural form. The subject land exchange gives us 8 good chance to effect the intent of NFIP. 


We showed you and provided you with copies of some FEMA map panels thet chow the 
floodpiams under discussion here. 


Please evaluate the concerns that we have and do what is agpropriste and reasonable under the 
applicable laws and reguletiuns go~-erning the proposer! action. 


Suncerety, 
' ee 


Knish Budhecha, P.E. 
Deemnct Eagueser 


* Gnpeg@estinssch OP 
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Listed un the following pages is 3 compilation of specific comments on the Hualepei Mountain Land 
Exchange. These comments are from vanous subcommittees of the Mohave County Public Land Use 
Comsnittes. 


Following the specific comments are some other considerations from the subcommittees. A copy of our 
cartier comment letter is attached for reference. 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this EIS. Obviously, this is an important exchange for 


Mohave Cousty whech will heve long-term mnpects. Please fully consider ow questions and comments in 
your evaluatica. 


Sincerely, ‘ 

Mh, Forde, 

Mike Kondelss, Chairmen 

Mohave County Public Land Use Comeittee 
MK:sd 


Attach. 
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Summary Page - Fourth paragraph: “What would change ere the issues to be resolved in the future. 
T=1 |f Are we not supposed to be looking at what action is \uken today and how it will 
affect the future’? 


Page | - Last column: This is not just an EIS but a redo of the RMP. 


Page 10 - Surface water does not address sediment loed; if there 1s more run-off there is more 
sediment. 
7=2 [| Ground water quantity depletion needs to be addressed. 
Surface water nghts: check ownership. 
Flood plains are not being considered; Dutch Flat is a flood plain. 
7 foe ett agene agp en gen 
3 | ic property is kept in grazing, why would the county tax increase? 


Page 11- %=@ 0 (Upto Page 47.) Vole is named wrong; if there is 330 acres of critical habitat, why 
7-8 ry 1980 acres on Hibernia A and approximately 3300 acres on 
Laceinca being removed from allotments becsuse of voles? 
7=@ 0 Land ownership: what about Hibernia B? 
7-7 nee Seen Nee Se Wey Ge Sty Wey, Sp le ak SED 
movement will be the same either way. 


Page 12 - 7-8 peer eee pr neal ature dy iperiens ieeelammaaii 
through.” Does this eddress the opinion of the experts? 


Page 13 - 7-9 Cultural resources: Prehistoric due to development pressure will effect the same 
eather way. What about the historic land use of grazing? 


Page 14- 7=4Q §j Soil erosion potential: How can this be equal? 
Pages 25, 46-  § Since Dutch Flet is the only location in Arizona where the White-mangined 
pensiernon 
7-11 —_ and BLM should obtain the privately owned parcels. The purpose for 


Page 29 Critical elements which are not issues: air quality, water quality and quantity, flood 


7-12 | plains, wilderness prime/unique farmlands. These need to be addressed according 
to NEPA lew. 


Page 38 - 7-13 § Does not address the impact on Hidernis A and B. 


























Page 39 - We do not agree with the BLM's position regarding water and water shed issues. 
BLM’s position is: “There will be no impact to the quantity and quality of 
groundwater." We request that BLM readdress water quality and quantity with 

7-14 respect to the projected population growth thal may occur on these lands if 
developed. We strongly adviec that tus evaluation take place in »e EIS rather than 
after the exchange. If the evaluation ts completed after the . ‘change by the 
developer and water quantity was not sufficient, home owners may be negatively 
impected and the land may not be utilized as intended in the exchange. 


Pages 39, 40 - pn natn ger peepee ag emtanye ponent 
the groundwater table. BLM seems to consider the impact of concentrated 
7-18 Se Ge 
checkerboard pattern. Since the checkerboard supports more disb 
the effect on groundwater should be less pronounced. 


The Huatapai Mountain Exchange is occurring, in pert, to support ranchettc 
7-16 [If development. By encouraging development in this manner, development should 
occur quic<er that it would with the existing landownership pettern. 


Pages 40, 4i - Yucca School District will be seriously affected by the exchange. The EIS seems to 
discount the potential impacts. While the exchange will bring many sections in 
7-17 Dutch Flat into private ownership, it will remove many sections in the Dutch Flat and 
Hualapa: Mountain area from pnvate ownership. The offered parcels may not be 
presently in the Yucca Schoo! District, but the school district would undoubtedly 

cover that area if ranchette development should occur. 





It 1s very doubtful that the schoo! district taxes received from the selected parcels will 
cover the costs of acquiring schoo! sites, construction, busing, building maintenance, 
and classroom costs. In any case, the tax revenue can be expected to lag several 
years behind the need. 


Page 40 - 7-18 i BLM including wildlife on water registration is legally questionable, especially when 
waters are already registered to ranchers. 


Page 42 - Second sentence - The EIS states that “Private lands may eventually be removed 
from agricultural use aid likely rezoned to rural residential.” Mohave County's 
General Plan designates Dutch Flat as Rural Development Area. It is unlikely thet 
the majority of the area will be rezoned from Agricultural to Residential for some 
time. 





tke Kendetio Bryan Coviin + Pal Swinmamer Tim Beet Sen Merde 
Timber Cresing duntases 5 Ale Quality Mining Recrestien Tremperadon Wen wow, 
po td 


Specks 











Page 47 - Recreation Opportunities//.ccess - The ElS notes that 157 miles of road cross the 
selected lands. Those road miles would be lost to public uss. Unless on 
7-18 overwhelmeng reason exista, ali of the: ~~ ed miles should be sccommodated in the 
wade, or alternates provided. Should. of these road mules provides the only sccam 
to private parcels, accommodation f cee roads or acceptable alternatives is 2 
mes. 


Page 48 - Realty - Under the Rights-of-way ciecusmon, the ElS states that 26 of the 3° rights- 
of-way that cross the selected lands will be ‘ransferred with the land to be 
administered by the private landowners. What effect will the wansier in 

7-20 edmenistrapor have on access? Do these rights-of-way disappear at the end of thew 
terms’ Should any of the nghts-of-way verve any public purpose, provide access to 
public lands thet cannot be readily accessed via another route or provide access to 
private land, they should be dedecated to Meheve County, or alternatively, held by 
BLM. 


Pages 48, 53 - Utility Corridors - According to utility corridors on page 48, 14.5 miles of utility 
corridors would be transferred to private ownershep and the utility compas. .s would 
have to acquire the property or reroute the night-of-way. The transferring of utilsty 
Night-of-way into private ownershup without the utility's consent is unacceptable. 
The BLM intends to retain certain lands to metigate the effect of corridor 

7-21 management. Will all of the utility corridors be retained by BLM? Is BLM 
transferring any utility corridors thet contain existing infrastructure? is BLM 
providing alternative routes to aii of the corridors being transferred? 


Pages 48, 49 - Dvsch Plat eres - The EIS notes iret » World War Il military operations site would 
7-22 | be conveyed to private ownership. Does this site potentially contain any unapent 


Page $3 - Realty - According to this section, the BLM would grant alternative 


Page 53 - Retsnonshup betwean short-term uses sad long-term productivity - Thie section motes 


SUOCHEATTE? CHARPERSONR: 
tab Grostim = Anita Walte y tonyy aeues Mike Mendis = Bryeo Corte «= Pal Setemceer _ Gen Giwte 
Hegertons Paap S, 














7-26 


7-27 


Pages 52, 53 - Mingatnon - Thore is no mention -2 tvs section sbout mitigsbon of snciceconemic 
tseues. Such an omission is responsible. While it is true that the exchange is 
7-24 bxzically trading private property m one locaton for private pruperty in smother, the 
exchange chenges the concentration, locaton and timung of development. indeed the 
exchang? will encourage ranchette development to occur at a faster rate that might 

otherwise happen. 


Page 57- J=2§ ] No religious concerns realized by tribes; charts on page |3 indicate differently. 
Other Comenensts 


Pages 40 and 41 note that Yucca's school and fire department will be umpacted. School facilities will be 
needed to accommodate the expected population and more than one fire station will be needed. Not 
mentioned in the EIS 1s the need for addsnonel law enforcement services. While these issues are very 
smportamt 10 Mohave County and to Yucca, there are no miugation measures proposed. The exchange lands 
should inchude lands to be granted to Mohave County for the purpose of providing public services. These 
lands should be strategscally located to ensure adequate distribution. 


The EIS aiso fais to address sustasnability of the communsty. That land exchange facilitates 6 smmmum 
build-out population of 18,860. Cossmunstes of this size need commercial industrial areas to sneure that 
shopping, services and employment exist to sustain the community. 


nti Consid 


1. Should the exchange proceed as proposed and the land pattern in the Dutch Flag area becomes solety 
private ownershap, then a manamum of ten sectons scattered throughout the area should be retained 
in Federal ownership ‘0 provide open space and other needs such as schools, fire departments, or 
other communsty needs. Thes would be far-sighted and would svoid the probiern the city of Phoenix 
1s having at the present ume regarding open space. 


This would meet the BLM's obligsnon under the Recreation and Public Purposes Act to provide 
land for this purpose and thew obhgstion under Section 102(a)(8) of the Federal Land Policy and 


7=-2@ | Mansgemen: Act that requires the pubiic land to be managed to preserve and protect certain lands 


im their natural condition and provide for owtdoor recreation and human occupancy and use. 


The lands to be reserved should be those recommended by Mohave County Planmng and Zoning 
pus those determined by the BLM to be lands thet meet future needs for this area. We suggest the 
number one pnonty for retamng in Federal ownership would be Section 16, Townshep 16 North, 
Range 16 West, where we understand the BLM hes found cultural values and on whech grows a large 
number of gas Saguaros. Also to be strongly considered are Sections 22, 34 and 36, Townshup 16 
North, Range 17 West. These sectons contain small hills which would be preferred sites for hiking 
trails for local residents when the area becomes densely populated. 
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Regarding the devaststing unpact on ow local ranchers, the Water Subcommetter strongly 
recommends thet BLM sesk sltermive means of meunng rancher sarvival mcheding the poomimkty 
‘uf the land besng acquired by a pnvate foundehon of conservatory who would ceeperste with the 
multi-use possibshines of these private lands The advantages of tas proposal are many: 


"Wildlife may be adverssly effected.“ (Pages 11), if the exchange takes place. By 
exchanging the private land with a conservatory, wildlife would benef wemendously, 
especially the desert tortowe. 


Recreaton activives would be possuvely unpacted Also, sportsmen would apprecisie the 
increase in game and areas open to hushing 


Water and wetershed would bs meured for ranching and wildlife. Flooding and dramege 
would occur naterelly and net mvolve high cost methods to costrol. Many of the existing 
wells ui prrvane ownsrimp would be requered for low wee needs, ic, cattle ond wildlife, 
rether then hagher use consumption thet 1s charactenstic of private developement. 


A negative consequence ir allowing a conservatory to be involved in the trade for tus land 
1s that the tax revenue would not increase as with the <.igsnel land exchange proposal. 


In conchusson, we agree thet the land to be traded would be a benefit overall to Moheve County if 
8 conservatory was invoived with the purchase of these lands According to the Mohave County 
Public Land Use and Natural Resource Inventory Draft that was completed by the University of 
Arizona in May, 1998: 


“Mohave County's character ts ithestrated through the open rangeland umeque in ow country 
Thus valuable resource s an mherent part of Mohave Cou.ty and should remem an mtegral 
part of social and economic fabric.” 


Concernang wildhfe resources, the study states “Mohave County must asecas thetr wiidisfe 
resources and manage wn in a long-term fastuon” (Page 104, University of Arizona Draft, 
May 1998). We bebeve that meunng future miidhfe resources would he beter served by not 
developing the lands to be exchanged. 


For recrestion resources, "The seautt of urban development may couse negetive imperts upon 


BLM and the Mcheve County Publec Land Use Commuteee have 2 umque and wonderful 
Opportecsty tw help facibtee wildlife, recrechon, ranching and water quals:y oud quantity by 
insuring thet tht waded lands be extrusted to parwes who would favor melb-ese of the lend 




















STATE CrlEAR i 


The appropriate rev'ew time hes clapesd pwreuant to the Executive Ovder 12372 and 
certain Arzone State oficiats endior Regional Councils of Government have reviewed 
ond supported tis propen: as writen. Al writen ommments outewiied by the reviewer 
wil be enciseed wit) Sus isiter. sheuid comments of concem be wrillsn, you wil be 
wrenedintely informed end permilied to reply Fedora! agencies have bess nodiled of 
Ges egno@ ier howewe, the nears may remain ‘A progress: 


4 you are « sims ageney and ae granted fedecel moneys send & Copy of the tedersi 
eward tether ‘sith the State Asphoation(SAl) Nurber sssigned to tat application W you 
are to adrrenieter these funds (euvbgrents) Bvough an application amoees, you ee 
obigeted to subenll e notice or sample of the application to the Clearinghouse prin to 
the apaiorton paved. and advee you aspécunts of Cnaringhowse reqairemens 

Trent you 


dors Seed. 
Manager Anzone State Ciseringhouss 


3800 NORTH CENTRAL AVENUE + SUITE 1400 * PHOENM, AZ 85012 » 662 280 1315 » TOD 602-280 130! 
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Thank you for the Draft Huslepa: Mountains Land tL xchange and Eaviroamental 
Statemen/Pian Amendment (DEIS). 


| was aware after atending mestings in the Kingm w area that some ranchers 
were concerned thet the effects of the land swap on the ranching community would rot 
be fully and completely addressed. The BLM responded with several special mestings 
and engaged researchers at the University of Arizona to complete the part of the study 
dealing with socioeconomic effects of the Pian. 


After reviewing the plan | believe that the DEJS hes addressed the concerns of 
the local ranching community in e thorough and feir manner. Although act all machers 
will be positively impacted the document does a fair and complete job of presenting the 
effects of the land swap for the decision makers. | will leave it to other professionals to 
comment on the resource related issues in the DEIS. 


Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this DELS. 


Sincerely, 


foarte a 
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RANGELAND COMBUL TING SERVICE 
P.©. BOK 3223 
ABERDOLA 60003 
2m) 757-1288 di % 
BAX G30) 799-6008 
$., 

Mr. Don McClure 
Duress of Land Mesegoment 
2475 Beverly Ave. 
Kmgman, AZ 0640! 
Dear Doa, 


Nees earenanna ena atae, & Ab yw 
11-1 ase sware | teal the BLM should analyse the impacts to watershed oom the 
ttandpous of whether the Dusch Piet aren would be best ln ia a tend 


Thare are x major éremags's off 0 wom shape of chs Huniapal's that cross the 
proposed beck of solid private land Four of the dive Dow inte Suck Mountain Week 
‘Theos are off largely ca the LoCionage gensing aownent and are, Gea: sewls to serch, 
Beocher Canyoa, Tompkins Casyea, Cow Crash, Creamery Canyon, Cotteawood Canyos 
and Ber 0. Wash As proposed the exchange would brave the szeuntaia portion of these 
Gremogo's enld federal oecunrthip end the babedes celd press The rwe expen 
Gramege’s are Tophins Canvee and Cow Couch atich beth ren relmtively alesse tngetha 
Sa | propees o “green bet” of nalid federal land be provided 

both Tempkies Canyoe cad Cow Crock douinage's fom Buck Moustens 


went and the Huaiapai 
héounteins en the Bast oond eventabedinonaiann ante teted 
baa these could he exchanged out lator sheik palioy or state lew change to allow thes 
11-2 Ff Ths “green bak” would also provide open space and sites for Wihing walls and 


the BLD hee already wdentiied To socomplich tis eaggneten eddition:l federal land 
would ased to be made ovellabls w Legend Land Company | suggest that they be 
slicrwed v0 sabect the lend ai the mouths of Reacher and Cremuory Canyons This should 


bs attractive to them and still leave four of the ain drainage’s end the upper reaches of 


Beecher and Creamery manageable fix watershed purposes (See wap attached) fi is 
wmportant to note thet the addimonal land to be seleceed should be within the LaCieonags 


11-2 


11-3 


11-4 













Alboumens: Thus ws the rach thet, m any sumano, will bs the most adversely alested by the 


“roan dak” is two salvage 
which is tha ranch hardest bit by the subdivision. 


ide in the prepeced lend 
cutenye aa caddtea TNE TW echd 
The bend of hchave Wash which draias south ite the 


mTi4d 1SNRITW. The 
baer semen amg 


tpn me ey pol geral em ediplld 
we ) a 
the Mahove Mountains end the andre baton of feck hdemennien Meumeaics Weah wend bs 


tederet owzerthip ead evelaisie fer wensctbed maangeransi. This tend gomera weld ine 
tie ato the “Grecabelt” The head ef héebeve Wash would be in private ownership but 
this is only o email portion of ¢ very large drainages. 


(howe one faa! soggomion tens ¢ The Hibennin Punk 


cod hope try aq Apart seem 
ae po oa ty pag 


hope tty << vaggentions will be » boned to you an deciding the best course of 
uinotgdaeetemeas 


Eno Rowdy 
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BAR S RANCH 
1006 Valley View Ave. 
Kingman, Arisons 8640! 
Duty 22, 1998 
e 
hr Soir Christensen 
Food Mesager 
Buren of Loud Massgumeest 
2475 Beverly Ave 
Kingun, AZ 86401 
Des John 


Eackeesd are my Gna) comments on thee Hnaiapes Meountas Exchange | am m 
fiwor of the exchenge from tho coeadpeint thet the maperity of the raidroad had wales my 
siemens «ll becom: Godere! tend and wil costinne w be managed Sor ontipis vee 
incheding grating. However, beonces « dleck of land in the NW portion of the sistent 
will become private, end ubtimetaly oubdivided and suid, covers! ianses mat be reevived tw 
meinen te reastades of the slowest 26 0 vicble reacting operation Thom are oo 


| The United States of Amacicn aut reserve an easement for the New Water 
tata aca ape ss ne eee 


NOTE As you ave eware | own Now Water Well and the continued use of this 
12-1 ppehas 2 encssal to provide wees fo: livestock and wikGlide om the fedora! land m the 
loot porsen of tie aicezes Lagand Lond Company has reserved a perpetes! execment 
for ivemock pusp sane on thoes parte of the pipeline the: crocs what wee relirecd land My 
privets grasing nese with dem will sawe use of the pipeline for the Br $ Rasch 
However, cheahd the ices. ever be cancalad the pipeline will si be mocamary 0 pipe 
water to the lower country that is all federal land For this reason the easement must be 


12-2 | 2 The United Steses anast retsia the exiting soostient os the euament boundary 
fence crossing Sections 23, 27, and 31, TISN RIGW. 


1 The Unieed Gtaces mmest reserve on a.sconee Sor the aboument boundary fexce 
crossing Sections 8 and 18, T1SN RISW and Secticas 24, 26, 28, and 32, TISN RIGW. 


12-3 
NOTE This boundary wes established under the Taylor Grasing Act end the 
Unmeed States is legally obligated to maimtein this boundary Should a boundary cheage be 











/o/ 





12-3 perature cape St © a glamamamee 
exchange, te pul money ot wet Ww pay ter ony eee imag. 


sone | 4. Legend Land Company east be coquisad to 
eine wherever a exbhdideien seal eeanes 


18-6 f cael faa citalonneedeter Shenk 


6. Lvequest that 1/28 1/2 Section 16 and N1/2961/2 Section 22, T1SHRISW be 
versed ia thdesdl cemerchip wo provide 0 eek dsiveuny thr ingore aad aggem af ay 
19-8 fhvacteck te Mew Well. 


NOTE: As compensation for ching this cavenge out ' 
wo tee tyr Sop Leg Land Company tee Os WH Snes 4 
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TELECOPIED AND MAILED July 27, 19986 
(Fax number: 520-692-4414) 


John R. Christensen “a il 
Field Manager 

Bureau of Land Management 

Kingman Field Office 

2475 Beverly Avenue 

Kingman, Arizona 66401 


Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Plan Amendment for the 
Proposed Hualapai Mountains Land Bxchange 


Dear Mr. Christensen: 


I have reviewed the draft EIS on this exchange and I have the 
following comments. 


The general theme of the draft EIS ie that development is coming 
and that this land exchange will consolidate BLM ownership in 
environmentally sensitive areas as a trade for blocking up 
private ownership for development. Given the television ads 
that are already appearing in the Phoenix Metropolitan area and 
the activity in the Sacramento Wash area that is already 
occurring, that conclusion is probably valid. However, the 
draft BIS essentially ignores obvious long-term consequences for 
the environment of the Sacramento Wash area as well as the 
ranching community's ability to sustain itself because of this 
development . 


There is no analysis of the increase in development that 
blocking up the private lands encourages. There is virtually no 
assesement of the impact on water availability from the growth 
that the land exchange will accelerate. The draft EIS 
acknowledges that two other exchanges are taking place in the 
game area. Indeed, other land exchanges are being actively 
considered. There is also active consideration of an electric 
generating station at the north end of the valley. 


ae 
= bP att 





16-2 


16-3 








John R. Christensen 
July 27, 1998 
Page 2 


Since eurface water supplies for urbanization are essentially 
non-existent, future development will depend on increased use of 
groundwater supplies. Yet there is no assesement of the forces 
that these exchanges are setting in motion as a cumulative 
impact to the area. Nor ie there any assessment of the 
cumulative impact on BLM’s land management program, including 
areas of critical environmental concern (ACEC). The sole 
aesesement seems to be that consolidated land ownership will 
improve land management. The increase in population and use of 
lands, with or without permission, is not assessed. Yet, the 
BLM exchanges will accelerate the development of the valley 
along the interstate highway and accelerate recreational use of 
adjacent lands, including those in the ACEC areas and adjacent 
wilderness areas. 


Finally, there seems to be little assesement of any requirement 
on the parties acquiring BLM lands with water resources or of 
any restrictions or compensation or replacement requirements 
that would be asgociated with a transfer. These additional 
issues need to be addressed as well. 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposed land 


exchange and draft BIS. 


Robert &. Lynch 


RSL: per 
cc: Jerre J. Cavalliere 
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MOHAVE COUNTY PLANNING & ZONING DEPARTMENT 





PO Bon 7000 © Kingman Anzone 88402-7000 
3675 E. Highway 66, Gute A @ (520) 757-0803 @ FAX 757-3577 
1130 East Hancock Road ¢@ Gules City. Arzone 68442 @ (520) 758-0707 © FAX 763-0870 
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CHRISTINE BALLARD £ 
DIRECTOR f 


f 





July 23, 1998 


Don McClure 

Bureau of Land Management 
Kingman Field Office 

2475 Beverly Avenue 
Kingman, AZ 86401 


Dear Mr. McClure: 
I have enclosed the Planning and Zoning Department's formal response to the Draft Hualapai 
M ins Land Exct LEayi rr 5 Pion / , 


If you have any 
comments or questions please fcel free to contact me or other members of the staff 


Sincerely, 


Jad 





Encl: Response to EIS 








MOHAVE COUNTY PLANNING & ZONING DEPARTMENT 





PO Boa 7000 © Kingman Anzone 96402-7000 
3675 E. Magheny 66. Suse A @ (520) 757-0003 @ FAX 757-3577 
1130 East Hancock Rosd @ Guihesd City, Armone 66442 © (520) 758-0707 © FAX 763-0870 





CHRISTINE BALLARD 
DIRECTOR 


Respoasc from the Mohave (euety Planning 20d Zening Department ic the 
Draft Huslapei Mevatains | aad Exchange and 
Eavireemestal impect StatemenvPiea Amendment. 


Date: 7/15/98 


The draft EIS has been reviewed and reflected upon by the Mohave County Planning and Zoning 
Department. Comments have been divided by the report's chapters and pages and are as follows: 


Chapter 1: 


Page 3: Under “issues beyond the scope of the EIS... .” the projected population of the 
16-1 selected lands (to become private) should be presented. Thus calculation can be 
based on one dwelling per 40 acres (under existing zoning), or 16 dwellings for each 

section of land in the exchange. 


Mohave County will continue performing maintenance on Alamo Road. However, 
the existing level and frequency of maintenance activity should also be mentioned. 
When coupled with the increased number of sutomotile tnps derived from the 
population projection, the county will be obligated to increase its roadway 
16=2 ff should be taken into account and introduced when increased revenues from the 
subdivided land sales are presented later on in the report. in other words, will the 
costs of maintaining some 30 miles of Alamo Road at a safe level offect any gains 
to the county in the form of newly realized property taxes? (See the Department of 
Public Works for the costs of maintaining Alamo Road at present and the projected 
maintenance costs to serve this new development). 


Page 5: “Future foreseeable actions” places the burden of road maintenance on the property 
Owners association. This responsibility is written into the Stagecoach Trails C.C.& 
Rs. These accessways, built by the proponents, are native material roadways similar 
16-3 to the existing roads in the area maintained by the county. The county has no 

authonity to enforce private C.C.& Rs. This places the long-term maintenance of 
these roxds at risk. There are at least two scenarios for the future of these private 
roads: |) if the roads are not maintained by the property owners association, the 
county may be obligated to accept some or most of them for maintenance due to 








Mg 




















Response to Draft Hualwe: Mountans | and Exchangs & EIS 
Page 2 





publec safety rensuns Howeve: these roads are act beeng bull to coumty standards 
‘nd the county will not be compelied to accep! @ um for memtensace 2) Conversely, 
if the roads are dilagertty meutamed by tee sew comers im Stagecoach Trails, the 
costs of mnamenance would most thety be defrayed by the drvimon and subsoquent 
sales of the property Thus will crease the demssty of the pr:vate land, increasing the 

16-3 ff roed masmenance costs 10 the property cwwers assoc .shon, hence more pressure on 
the land owners to defray masmtemamce costs by hurther subdsvedeng The subdividing 
of the typecal 40-acre pasce! will most ukety occa through the munor land drmon 
process This procedure. unishe the forme! subdhvimon process, does not require 
improvements on the property being devided (typecally roadway construction and 
electrnc line extenssons) 


Page 9. The conflict shown mm the “People and Cattle” :ssue can probably be resolved, in 
16-4 Teapect to roadways, with range fencing and cattle gatcs Who will be responsible 
for the construction of these improvements” How far will these improvements be 

extended beyond the exchange area to fully mitigate the greater impact arez” 


Page 10. The sssue of “Surface Water” showld address the presence of the newly constructed 
16-8 roadways These native matenal roadways will im .case sediment run-off and also 
channei water along thes course Low spots in the road bed will also collect water, 

creating temporal pools of surface water 


Under “County Tax Base,” please explain how the $86,000 gain in property taxes 
16-6 |-- achveved Is thus dollar amount besed on the sales of all 40-acre and 160-acre 
parcels (yet to be surveyed) in the exchange area and without capital improvements? 





Page |1 Aside from emergency [ire services and schools, the costs of extending sheriff and 

16-7 doc services should be mentoned. fhe increased maintenance costs of Alamo 
Roed should be shown here as well. 

Page |2 “Dispersed Recreation” does not state that public access in the exchange area will be 


limited to only the existing public roadway easements and new roed easements 
16-8 established by the proponents. 


The “Roads” secison should reference a map showing the 137 miles of roadways 
being lost after the exchange. This will augment the meager descniptions on page 47. 


Page 13. This exchange will create a large tract (150 sq. mi. in Dutch Flat) without land set 
16—@ ff aside for recreation and public purposes. The “RAPP” part of the EIS should 
examine which parts of the exchange, if any, could be reserved for RAPP uses. 


Chapter 3: 








Response to Draft Hualapa: Mountains Land Exchange & EIS 
Page 3 





Page 20. The “Groundwater” sub-section references an independent groundwater study by 
Hargis & Associates, inc. The water table 1s between 50 and 950’ in the Secsamento 
Valley (Dutch Flat), according to the report. Please sumwnanze the study's findings 
16-10 [I by describing in map or tabular form the location and depth of the wells. The 
Anzona Departmen of Water Resources considers 1 subdivision's water supply 
madequaie if individual wells are desper than 400 feet. The aquifer's natural rate of 

recharge should aiso be placed in the ES. 


Page 21: The “Socsoeconomic™ portion of the report should be expanded to include increased 
16-11 Jf shenff, peramedic and road mantenance costs. 


Page 25: Sections 22, 26 and 36, T164N R1!7W include the ACEC for the 
prastemon. The three sectons fall along Alamo Road and are less than | 0 mules 
from Yucca. These two locational factors will place considerable 

16-12 Ff pressure on owners to subdivide thear properties to 5 acre lots. How will thes 
endangered plant species fare under these urban conditions’ Whet type of human 
settlement, if any, ts compatible with thes p'ent species” Do you suggest that the 
upcoming area plan for Dutch Flat address the p. eservation of thus plant species” 


Chapter 4: 


Page 29: {i The EIS hes discounted the exchange's impact on air quality. There are two post- 
exchange factors which will lead to a detennoration in ats quality. Each section of 
land developed with 40-ecre parcels will requere 10 mules of bleded astive matenal 
roadways (page 51). The surface disturbance for s native material roadway cross- 
16-13 section, when taking in to account dranage duches, is approximately 40 feet. This 

equals 48.5 acres or 7.6% for each section developed. With the natural desert 
pevement removed, blowing dust will occur dunag windy conditions and when 
driven upon. Another factor affecting air quality will be the use of shernate power 
sources in heu of a conventional electric source Diesel generators will probably be 
the chosce for most homebuilders given its low cost and uncomplicated technology. 





Page 39: Revisiting “Water Resources,” the report is concerned with increased development 
lowering the water table What would be the recommended number of homenies thet 
16-14 Jf the woter table could sustamn without being lowered” Thes section also addresses the 
wnpect of sepuc systems on water quality and renders 2 null finding Do the sandy- 
joam and sandy-gravel soils provide the percolation rates to justify this statement” 


expand the “Socioeconom'c” section, discussing the issues addressed above, 
18-18 Se Ke Ss 








07 















Response to Draft Huslape: Mountains Land Exchange & EIS 
Poge ¢ 





Page 42: Setanta “RJ36A - all lends in Dutch Fiat and slong Antares Road can 
96~ 16 § be developed for residertial use without rezoning, 


Page 53: Please provide a map depicting the location of the utility corridors not transferred by 
16-17 § ae BLu. 




















17 

















t 
duly 24, 1988 eae 
beaches P Seatul Oon McCare 
Ben Brooks & Assocetes Busway of Land htanegement 
473 WN. 1F Svest 2475 Beverty Ave 
Proenm, Az 65014 Kangen, Az 88401 
RE bustepe: Land Exchange 


end range that Mohave County Econowac Development Aushorily « in need of 
soquring Exvba A « fhe total bet of iand needed to taatd out |-40 mdustiel 


17-1 ane 1998-1999 and 2000, in order to 
mest ow werehete neets 


Wf you neve any questone plesse contact me ai 520-692-6870 Thank you for 
your eseistence 


Crwis Bafterd, Mohave County Planrung and Zorung, Director 





Gendemen, please find sitached as Exuba A the bet of land by secton, townefup 








3160 SHANGR! LA ORIVE - KINGMAN. AZ 6640! 
S20 GB2-GN70 - S20 6S2-6972 - FAX $20 692-6974 
ERA mrecu@ctez Com > werw Ctez Com -mcede 





Exhiba A 
July 22, 1988 


B.L.M. Land in }-40 industriel Corridor needed for snmediate expansion 
and development of  @ conidor, sted in order of mnpovtance. 
8 % of Secten 6 T28N RAW 
Vest posten of Goaten 6 T2EN M170 canes by O.L.08 
Wand SE el S WH and WH Of E 4 of Soman 9 T2EN RIT 
Test pasten of Goaten 17 TaN RIT canes by B10 
That pustion of Seaton 30 THEN RITW tying E of 1-40 FWY 
Trat pesten of Seaton 6 TIEN R17W ing E of 1-40 FWY 
Vist posten of featen 7 TVGN RI7W ting E of B.LS.F RE 
Wes putea ct Garten 10 THN RINN YRS ILA and G eRe Ma el Ae cunt ont 


Taal pedten of Goaten 10 TIEN RITWhing E I B.NSF. 

Al ef Gacten 30 TIEN RI7W cuned by BL 08. 

Taal parton of Suction 31 THEN RITWHng E SONSF RY 

Ad of Goatien 48,10 & 20 af TIT RITYY 

Al of Goaten 12, 14, 36, & 38 TIEN MGW 

Ad of Goathen @, 7, 16, 20 & 32 TIEN RIT 

That pastsn of Suction 1 TIT RIG tying E of |-40 end ON.SF RW cued by BLM 
Tust padtien of Seaton 12 T17hs RIGW tying E of 6.0L SF - POW) and W of tun afte of Yuste 
That parton 0 siver of Suchen 23 T17hs RIGH ing E of BNSF - UW 

Al of Gocten 26 TIN MEW 

That padion of Section 25 6 20 TIN MEW EGENSF RW 

A of Seaten 20 TVG. 96 RIG annagt WL of MET 

Ad of Socten 30 T16 9 RiGW 

Adi of Section 32 T16 On MIEN 

Ad of Section 38 T1G Ses MIGW 

Al of Socten 2 TIEN RIGW 

Ad of Secten 10 TIEN RICH 

That porten of E % of Section 31 T16.500 R1GW Batenging to BL Mt 
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: Ex B 
July 22, 1988 
be BLM. Land in 1-40 industiel Condor needed for immediate expansion 
4 and development of the corridos, lated in order of snportance. 
1) Tims Posten of Geeten 30 THR O17 tying E of 1-0 Pe 
1) AB of Gocinn 3 116. Si RIG ea N MANE % and Gen poster Grciemad & 1-4) 
3} Vast pudion of Geaiire 12 117) RIM ying E of CBF - RY ane WH ot! Vunne tem ode 
3B Ae Soahen & Tray Ri Pw 
B® Yea paten @ sive) of Backer 23 117 RON tw E MES - ey 
3. Ab el Socian 26 Tit RIGW 


MOTE: At tas Gms 8 aapeam Ge 1) of) be coated m ERR The 73 @ 1088 and Go Yo m Oo year 



































Mail to BLM. Don McClure. 


2475 Beverly. Kingman AZ 86401 
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Cane Springs Raach 
Anita M. Waite 
P.O. Box 7 
Wikioup, AZ 85360 
($20) 765-2397 
July 24, 1998 + Fxg 
Mr. Don McChwe 
Project Manager, Hualapei Mountain Exchange 
Bureas of Land Management 
2475 Beverly Ave. 
Kingman, AZ 86401 
RE: Hualapai Mountain Land Exchange PTS 
Dear Mr. McChure: 


We support the comments made by the Mohave County Public Land Use 
Committee. 


The land exchange is going to effect 300,000 acres of land and its future use. 
More land pattern options need to be considered. As it stands it is this pattern 
or no exchange. A fairer analyses needs to be presented for the users of the 
land and the community. 


Time needs to he taken to address and possivly complete some other 


scenarios. The developer has imposed a time schedule that is not realistic for 
an exchange of this magnitude to be property analyzed by all effected parties. 


Bim Q)a% 


Anita M. Waite 











Wh 
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The U.S. Environsneatal Protscuon Ageacy (EPA) has reviewed the Huaiagal Mountains Lend 
Enchange Droft Environmental lmpect Statement (DEES). Our comments on this DEIS are provided 
perevant to the National Eavironmeantal Policy Act (NEPA), Counci! on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), and §309 of the Clean Air Act. 


The DEIS evahustes a proposal to exchange approsimatety 70.000 acres of “selected™ public land 
for an equal amouet of “offered” private land. The selected lands ave pricnarily in the Dutch Flat area 
southeast of Yucca, AZ, and near Antares, AZ. The offered lands are in the Hualapei and McCracken 
mountssns and foothills. The primary purpose of the exchange 1s to “block” land to facilsate long term 
mnanagermees of nutural resources and to promote efficient sale and development of private land. 4. “no 
action” alternative is also considered, as required by NEPA. 


EPA commends the BLM for taking saps to addeess the checkerboard land ownership pattern 
witiua the Kingman District. Our only concern iavolving the change ir volves the possibilty 
that the selected lands may be subsequently divided imto smaller parcels, increasing the possiblity of 
impacts to wildlife, air qualsty, and water resources. We encourage BLM to work with Mohave County to 
ensure that appropnate aoning restnchons are placed on the selected lands wo avoid significant wmpacts 
from future development. A! a menimum, the FEIS showld inchede « diecusson of actions taken by BLM 
to ensure that environmental umpacts siemaung from future development in the selected lands will be 
munmzed. One possible strategy would be to wansfer the land subject 10 restrictive covenants limiting the 
ababty of futu.e landowners to subdivide the property, remove aative vegetation, or wee theer property for 
purposes that run cortrary to an agreed-upon locai/state/federai “plamnesg vision” for te area. 


Based on the concern dhecussed shove, we have assigned tus DEIS a rating of BC-2 
(Environmental Concerns--insuffecient information). We appreciate the opportunity to review thes DEIS. 
If you have any questions about thes latter. please call Leonidas Payne of my staff st (415) 744-1571. 
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bean addvemed in in the various meeting» we ettanded. Therefore | though it was not 





We eupport all the comments and concemns thet were made by the USDA-NIKCS with 

the better dessd july 15, 1998 by Loretta J. Metz. 

As you iknow we are an affectad party with eslacted public lands located in THIN, R14W 

Wie woakd Mie you to comauder ali ocmcerne perviously eteted end em phaser ageén on 

the anportance to be able to continue with our livestock graaing 

Ranh we eels Sod Roem Saeeniee 

the intagrity af cur fences / fence lines can be maintained 

(We eve concen nd with our fences, as you lavow we have already 

had problems : rith thet fence line. All the lege] and commequantial 

21-1 ime ad x with megards to the perma have to be 

considered.) 

- specific easements granted by the BLM to the sancher prior to the exchange 
for the fences and the lagal road access through the pascels to our other lands 
leased under ow permit 
tatr compensation for oll less (actual AMGU's lust Guough Ge exchange and 

d ot fet market vebur’) 











21-2] 


in value of our p 





21-4 





—~_ = 


ets 
The exchange and the samodzate dewring pe cxtiere will 
encmarage lard drvekepanant (wot pout andes) withen om duet 
euch Gear punGan 04s eckaep wndbesteme Wnhnedvattapata 
trvetech epevelan. 








Vie word else ibe tr expen oor inverast ef puschasing Geese oxecued ects cmmabves 
provided thet thes exchange ragueding Ge lama on aadicetad abowe tp be 

pummed. For thet purpose we would like ip sensive induration os tm Oe appenined 
value of those selected tends 





Respectfully youra, 
































Responses to comment letters 


General response 
Thank you for your comments on the Draft 


1-1 It is expected that the Dutch Fiat area will be 
developed regardless of the exchange. Under 
the no action alternative, the land exchange 
would not take place and a checkerboard land 
patterns would remain. This land pattern 
would comtiame to hamper land management as 
well as fire and emergency service response 
times. 


1-2 The BLM agrees that by placing the private 
land in one large block, the costs and ability to 
develop water supplies and distribute those 
supplies to potential users is significantly 
reduced. This is in line with Policy 10.10, 
39.1, 39.2, 39.6, as stated by the Mohave 
County General Plan of 1995. This factor is 
one item among many that could imcrease the 
sales and development of land in the area. 
Such sales and development are dependent 
upon factors such as availability of services, 
proximity to a job market, the type of land 
being marketed, marketing strategy of tho 
seller end market demand. 


1-3 The BLM agrees that by blocking lands for 
development, the costs of the transportation 
network will be lower than if s transportation 
system wes to be developed with checkerboard 
ownership (reapones 1-2). Seles and 
development of lands are dependent on factors 
such es availability of services, proximity to a 
job market, the typo of land being muacketed, 
marketing strategy of the seller and market 














14 


3-1 


3-3 


demand. 


The selected/public lands are proposed to be 
sold in 40- and 160-acze parcels. /. 
landowners’ sssociation exists; es lands are 
developed, they are added to the association as 
this is part of the declaration of covenants, 
conditions and restrictions effecting the 
development parcels. One function of the 
landowners’ sssocietina is t0 maintain the 
roadways. Developing wells to provide water 
and septic systems will be the responsibility of 
individual owners. Law enforcement is 
provided by the Mohave County Sheriff's 
Department. Fire services could be provided 
by the nearest fire district, but fires on private 
land outside of a fire district ere a Arizona 


State Land Department responsibility. 


Public infrastrectures and services should be 
developed and maintained according to the 
Mohave County General Plan, Chapter 7. The 
BLM is not proposing any emendanents to this 
chapter as the BLM recognizes Mohave 
County Planning and Zoning es the authority 
on planning for private land development 
within Mohave County. The BLM is aware 
that the exchange proponent is working with 
representatives of Mohave County to establish 
a General Improvement District which should 
provide a basis for funding sad maintaining 
public infrastructure. 


A discussion of the impacts on access to public 
lands is in Chapter 4 of the EIS under tho 





The BLM currently has 20 plans tv conduct 
any farther review of lands for wilderness 
suitability . 


Mining notices and mining operations ave not 
dependent on the outcome of this exchange. 


The BLM currently processes miming notices 
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oa public lands and will continue to do so 
regardices of the outcome of the exchange. 
Whea a large-scale mining operation (five 
acres of anamal surface disterbance or larger) is 
proposed for public lands, a mining plan of 
Operations is required and subsequent analysis 
(accordimg to NEPA) is conducted using this 
MPO as the proposed action. It is during this 
process that mines and their effects on the 
environment, including the stated concern 
about visual quality, would be analyzed. 


It is beyond the scope of this EIS to analyze 
the long-term groundwater availability and 
uses for Mohave County. However, it is 
within the scope of this EIS to analyze 
groundwater use on the selected/public lands, 
assuming residential development of thoes 
lands imto 40-acre parcels; this has been 
inchaded im the Final EIS in Chapter 4, Water 
resources. Analysis of water usage assuming 
later splitting of the 40-acre parcels imto 
smaller unsts is beyond the scope of this EIS 
and not discussed. 


See page 40 of the draft EIS. It is estimated 
that the tax base of Mohave County will 
initially gain on catimated $96,000 in private 
property taxes. Assessment of these lands was 
based on agricultural properties and vacant 
land; however, once the lands are improved, 
they will be aeseased at a higher rate of limited 
end fall cash property valee. Once this 





The proposed action would block up the higher 


quality, mose densely populated ascas of 
Pensemon olbomarginates wilain the Whate- 
Mergined Penstemon ACEC. The BLM has 
worked with the proponent to secure and 
consolidate the highest quality lands svailabis 
for effective long-term management for this 
species under the proposed action. Acquiring 
all the private lands im this ACEC has not been 
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presented os an alternative by the private 
landowner. The next best available option — 
consolidating the most important lands for 
long-term conservation cf this species under 
federal ownership — is the one purseed under 
the proposed action. 


The Kingman RMP caly designates the public 
bath wits Ge ACEC tonntnny a on ALG 
But one of the management 7’ 4etions for 
the ACEC is to acquise privane land within the 
ACEC boundary. Under the proposed actica, 
3,950 aczes of offered lands would come into 
public ownership and 1,800 acses of selected 
lands would go out of public ownership into 
private ownership. Because these would be s 
net increase of 2,150 aces of public lands 
within the ACEC, the proposed action actually 
not caly retains as musch as of the ACEC as 
possible, but increases its size. 


This proposed exchange will not necessarily 
improve BLM fire protection. It would, 
however, simplify matters of jurisdiction and 
eS 

lands. Private lands in Dutch Plat 
walt bo with Gn bodetiatienettiant Gp 
departments. BLM fire resources would 
contians to be available to assist local fise 
departments on private lend. Public lends 
acquired at middie and upper elevations will 
appropriately fall under BLM fie jerindicticn. 
The ELM employs resources (helicopters, sir 
tankers) capable of quickly attacking fires in 
this remote and ragged terzain. 


The propoed exchang: would euppost he 
proposed we management policy for the ares. 


















Acquisition of offesed/psivate lands within Go 








tho planning and iaaphessemtation 
projects im this asen by seducing tho sumer of 
agencies involved in such pecgects. 


The final EIS (Chapter 4, Water sescusces) 
discusses changes to the watershed (j.¢., 
surface runoff, eediment load, gooundwater 
uso, groundwater quality) es a rasalt of each 
alternative. 

















39 Please ese comment 3-1. 











3-10 Impacts to existing roeds im the project area are 
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3-12 


3-13 


3-14 


discussed im Chapter 4 of the EIS, Recreation 
Oppostunitice/access. The overall conclusion 

of the analysis wes that a greater loss of road 

Opportunities would occur under the no action 
alternative. 


Fire and police protection will improve with a 
blocked-up land pattern. The current lend 
pattern may heanper five district and lew 
enforcement ability to provide timely 
cmnergeacy responses. 


The Arizona Geass and Fish Department, a 
cooperating agency im this land exchenge, 
helped develop the biological report and wes 
disectly imvolved im analyzing and addressing 
the iasues of access and hunting opportenitics. 
Chapter 4, Environmental consequences states 
that the proposed action represents s positive 
management change for mule deer ard that 
benefits for quail are similar to those described 
for mule deer. Deer will not cally gain in 
acreage of preferred habitat, but these habitets 
will exhibit more continuity end integrity then 
thoes found wader the no ection sitornative. 
Under the proposed action, open space will be 


The EIS is being prepared w recognize the 
effects of the proposed action and no action 
altecnativer. The BLM has the legal authority 
to change the configuration of the exchange. 
The record of decision will document which 
lands, if eny, will be exchanged. The decision 
does act have to be an all-cr-none situation. 
The mfcemation contained in tho EIS is used 
by the decisionsnakers to make an informed, 
reasonable determination of which lands ave to 
be exchanged. it is conceivable dat the land 
exchanges could be scmewhese between ho 
proposed action and the no action alternative. 


The analy... of impacts to allotments was 
presented in the duaft EIS im Chapter 4, pages 








29 to 39. in Go final BIS, Go anslycic hes 
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conctusicas ese based on scem vics of “averages” 
or composite ranches created to understand the 
gracral effects to the ranches involved in the 
exchanges. This report analyzes both long- and 

shost-term impacts to the ranches as they 
would be with and without the land exchange. 
In he short term, impacts from the exchange 
would be mimimal to the composite ranches. 
Over the long term, however, the composite 
ranches comtuiming caly offesed/private lands 
or only selected/ public lands would become 
wmeconcanical, regardices of whether the lend 
exchanges takes plece. The composite ranch 
containing bot: offered and selected lands 
would maintain its viability only if the land 
exchange occurs. Page 52 of the deaf EIS 
describes the mitigation of impacts to the 
allotments. 


Appraisal Process. Regulations at 43 Code of 
Fedesal Regulations (CFR) 2201.3 addesss 








appraisals for land exchangrs, inchading 
reference to the Uniform Appeaieal Standards 


for Federal Land Acquisition (UAS) 
(Depestment of Justice 1992). These standards 





appeniss land. it derives an indication of value 
from a methodical comparisca between tho 
land being appraised and sovecal secent sales of 
ciauiler land. Land is deemed similar if it is of 











large aniss solid over Gs past haw yess wore 
usad in he appenical. 





3-16 Please sec responses 3-14. 
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3-18 


3-19 


3-20 
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This EIS is not am analysis of the effects of 
cattle on watershed condition; as a result, the 
four-page analysis of tis comment on cattle 
and watersheds will not be imchaded im the fine! 
EIS. However, Chapter 4, Water sesousces 
discusses changes to the watershed (i.¢.,, 
surface renoff, sedimert loed, groundwater 
use, groundwater quality) as a result of each 
alternative. 


Two access points to the “high country” of the 
Hualepai Mountases were identified as facing 
potential closure if the exchangs were to occur. 
These locations ase discussed in Chapter 4 of 
the EIS under Recreation opportumities/access. 
The BLM proposes to guarantes continued 
access at these locations by working with the 
proponent to assure legal public access. See 
the discussion im Chapter 4, Mitigation. 


Please ses respomec 3-14. 


MCEDA’s goals have not yet been put forth 
im a document for review. Existing maps show 
various facilities, areas of acquisition, etc. 
The BLM is swase that s document being 
prepared by MCEDA will fully describe tho 
goals of the 1-40 corridor and the importance 
of each map. The BLM leoks forward to 
working with MCEDA, Mohave County 
representatives, other agencies and special 
imterest groups im determuning ths impacts to 
the social, econcanic and environmental 


The section os Native American consultation 
hes been expanded for greater detail and 
Clarification. 


Please refer to the Floodplain sections im 
Chapters 3 and 4. 


Ths fourth paragraph contains two distiact 
ideas — management of the private 
dyrclopesel end masegemeet of eaterel 
resousces. Thesefose, tee last two sentences 
need to be read together. “Natusal sescusce 
management would be accomplished under 
esther s consolidated or diapersed owesrsiap 
patton. What would change is the issues to be 
sescived.” This is saying Gat in he 
checkerboard ownershap pattern, the natural 
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ways, for example. The point is teat natural 
susource management im the checkerboard 
ownership situation is based on 2 reaction to 
proposal for facilities or other uses that serve 
development of the private lands. Under 
blocked ownership, management of sataral 
resousces would be moss & conserve them for 
people to use for long-term enjoyment of open 
apace, wildlife, ranching, recreation aad other 
muitiple uses. 


The final EIS addresses sediment load aed 
groundweter dapletive m Chapter 4, Wiis 
sesousces. A ssasch of ADWR secosds for 
surface water rights and well permits wes 
completed as part of this exchanges. The 
majority of water rights on the offesed/private 
hands ave held by Senta Fe Pacific Railroad, 
under contsact to sell its lands and imtesests 
thevem to lromhorse investors, inc., the 
exchanges proponent. As stated im Chapters 4, 
Water resources, Offesed/privete lands section, 
only those rights held by the exchange 
proponent would be transferred to the BLM. 


PILT payments would no longer be made on 
the selected/pubblic lands. This figure 1s bared 
on $0. 16/acses (69,000 aces). However, 
PILT payments would be aude ca Ge 
offered/private lands cace éhey were converted 
to public lends. 


Please ese comment 16-6. The imcssass in 
private property taxes is based on the potential 
ansssoment of tho selected/public leads 
accosding to ts Moheve County Aasessor’s 
office for thw faix market value of surscunding 
lands teat hove poovicusly been sold (parcels 
senged feom $50 to $257 per aces). The 
sumsber of acces is axaltiplied by Go thir 
musket valus and then auitiplied by 0 16- 
percent soveemmant for Clees Foor leads, which 
consist mainly of agricultasal propestios aad 
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vacant land. That total is then multiplied by 
the tax ste, based on the tax district where the 
pascel is located. This calculation is act based 
on lands heving graxing status; if it was, he 
peoperty tax would be substantially less. 


Tmsoughout the FEIS, ts common name 
Hieslepai esomateza vols kes bewm changed to 
Hualapai Mexican vole. 


There has been no formal critical hebitst 
designated by the USFWS for the Huslapai 
Mexican vole. The refesenced 330 ecses refers 
simply to the amount of vole habitet that 
would be acquired by the BLM as part of this 
land exchange. 


Some of the areas exchaded from the Hiberma 
Peak Unmet A and La Cienega allotments were 
not vole habstat, but were excinded to take 


final EIS segueding tho acovage of the deoded 
end private lands oa the Hiberma B allotment. 


Wildlife brologists from the BLM and the 
Arizona Game and Fish Departenent have 
mdicated that wildlife movement sed 
conservation would bs handssed wader the no 
action alternative, whch would mamtam the 
checkerboard land ownership pattern. Table | 
im Chapter 2 is a suaumary comparison of 
impacts by alternative. Pages 41 to 46 of the 
EIS provide a detailed diecusmos of 
euvisonsnental consequences which more 
thoroughly discusses the impact of 
checkerboard land ownershep on wildhfe. 


The Kingman RMP, page 103, states: “With 
land exchanges and some simple measures to 
protect the inmitud habotet of the whute- 


merged peustemon im Acizona, he BLM con 
eaeuse the continued survival of the apecies . . 


.” Ja addition, te manageanest prescripticas 
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7-12 
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for li thves ACECs call for acquising private 
had wise beir boundaries. implementing 
ths management peescriptions of the ACECs 
helps to achieve ths goal und objectives of the 
ACECs. Thesefoss, without lend enchanges 
such as this, o.g., Uillizing Gs un ection 
shteruntive, # is highly unlikely Gent Go 
management goal and objectives of hs ACECs 
would be sealized. So the text im Table 1 hes 
been modified to state thet under the no action 
alternative it would be highly unlikely Gat hs 


goals and objectives would be mst. 


The summary of impacts to cultural sescusces 
im Table 1 has been corsected. Ths use of land 
for grazing hes been analyzed m the draft and 
final ElSe under Grazing edummistraticn. 


A total of 75,000 aczes of offesed/private 
lands, of which 43,600 aczes have a sevese 
eromon hazard rating, hes been identified for 
acquisition im this proposed exchanges. If tess 
offered lands are not exchanged with te 
selected land, the identified 43,600 acres with 
severe erosion ratings will remain im private 
holdimgs sad will be slated for development. 


As mentiunsd m response 3-6, the BLM would 
actually acquire s net increaso of 2,150 aczes 
within Ge ACEC. The caly way to obtain Gis 
increase im acres of public ownership, other 
than fee purchase of private lands withm és 
ACEC boundary, is by s land exchanges such as 
tus. Punding is not likely to over bs evailable 
to purchase ali of the private land. The 
blocking of land ownershap would enhance the 
BLM's abelsty to emmags pubdic lands. 


Scoping is a process for identifying the 

jerues related to 2 proposed action 
(40 CPR 1501.7). in addition, 40 CPR 
1500.1 matrects prepasers to concentents on 
issues of true importance rather (han amassing 
usedices detail. Scoping of Gis praject Gd not 
being to laght the tums you aeamtzeasd as 
issues to this peaject. The-s is uo basis for 
anabyeis se comnments secerved on the draft EIS 
offer no imformatioa ss to how these items may 


be affected by the proposed land exchanges. 


Chapter 4, Eaviscnmeatel consequences 
addvesses the impacts to the Hibernia Pesk 
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7-15 


7-16 


7-17 


7-18 
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Unt A and Unit B allotments. 


The conclusion of a0 impact to groundwater 
quantity end quality refers to ths offesed/ 
private lands which will coms under the 
management of he PLM; tis conclusion has 
been modified in ths final HIS (Chapter 4, 
Water sescurces) os minimal. However, there 
may be impacts to groundwater quantity and 
qualsty on ths selected/public lands which will 
be developed imto 40-ecze residential sites; this 
io discussed im ths final EIS im Chapter 4, 


quickly ranchetts development occurs. Other 
factors such as the 1-40 corridor, local job 
market, proximity to utility services, etc., also 
affect sales and development of an aren. See 
also response 1-3. 


See page 40 of the draft EIS. Eighty percent 
of the lands proposed for exchange are with 
the Yucca School District, which will benefit 
from the exchange, # w estimated that the 
school district’s tax bass will imitially be 
increased by approximately $20,000. By 
blocking up the private land, bus service costs 
cam be kept down. 


See response 7-2. The 21 surface 
stockwatering rights thet will be amended to 
inchade wildlife are held by Santa Fe Pacific 
Railsoad, not the ranchers. The addition of 
wildlife as a beneficial use will rot affect the 
nuasber of livestock nor the use by livestock 
oa these water sources. 


With little exception, roads which cross the 
Dutch Flat and Healapai valleys cross 
alternating private end public land sections. 
The segments of road which cross private land 
have no public easements and are, or will be, 
obliterated to make way for private land 
developasemt. This would leave segments of 
roads whach cross the selected/public sections. 
It is the BILM'‘e cpmica that these road 
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segments would serve no uardel public 
purposs, therefore, ths BLM does act proposes 
to pursue easements for these soed segments as 
8 stipulation for Gs exchanges. Planned 
subdivision roads will provide sbundsnt public 
access to all private parcels and ecsoss the 
valleys. Whese public access would be lost to 
adjacent public lands, alternative access routes 
ase planned. Please see responses 3-1. 


Of the 28 rights-of-way that would bs 
transferred with the land and be administered 
by private landowners, 12 ave for suad access, 
of which eight are perpetual road rights-of-way 
to Mohave County. Of the semaining four, 
one is perpetual and the other theese ave for 30- 
year terms. If the exchange proceeds, the 
earliest a road could be blocked across the 
formerty public lands is 2021. 


7-21 The four utility companies that would be 


7-22 


7-33 


7-24 


1-25 


7-26 


affected by the exchangs have been contacted. 
The BLM has yet to receive comments or 
concerns from thess companies. Two of the 
companies have perpetual rights-of-way and 
the other two have a right-to-rensw clause m 
their grants. The rights-of-way will act have 
to be rerouted. Retention of cestain lands to 
mitigate the effect on corridor management is 
one of the alternatives being considered, the 
decisica will be mado m the record of decision 


Amy compensation would be provided by Ben 
Brooks and Associates or would bs waived by 
the BLM im accordsace with ths Mitigation 


section (Realty subheading), page 53, of the 
draft EIS. 

Ses response 1-1. 

See reaponse 4-1. 

See respons: 3-11. Additional private 
property tax generated from the sslected/public 


lends would go to Mohave County to provide 
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schools and fire and law enforcement. The 
Kingman RMP (see page 27 of the draft EIS) 
has designatec >reas near the exchange for 
recreation and public purposes, strictly for use 
by local and state governments. The 
proponent has met with Mohave County to 
identify lands that could be used for public 


purposes. At the time of the draft EIS, 


Mohave County had not yet identified any 
such lands. 


Your letter implies that the WI. dhould 
dictate what areas should be rezoned should 
the exchange go through. The BLM is not 
proposing rezones of private isd or of land 
proposed to go private ownership, recognizing 
Mohave County Planning and Zoning as the 
authority on private land development for the 
county. It would seem most appropriate that 
the Mohave County General Plan and the 
process set up by }\anming and Zoning would 
guide developmen: of this area, including the 
request for rezones to commercial/industrial 
areas. 


‘The exchange proponent, the Mohave County 
Manager and the BLM have met to discuss 
lands needed for public purposes such az 
schools, fire stations, sheriff's stations, etc. 
The exact amounts and locations of land that 
the developer will deed to the county for these 
public purposes is being determined. The 
BLM has designated 330 acres near Yucca, 
Arizona as available for RAPP (RMP 1995, 
Appendix 17). In addition, public lands 
around the large private block of land can be 
used for R&PP using procedures found at 43 
CFR Part 2740. 


In the final EIS, you will find that T. 16.N., 
R. 16 W., sec. 16 is being considered for 
retention in public ownership under the equal 
appraised value alternative. 


Refer to response 7-4. 


Text has been modified to clarify that there are 
only two listed species in the exchange area 
(Chapter 3, Biological resources). 


In the document, it was stated that habitat for 
the Hualapai Mexican vole and the Mexican 
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spotted owl will likewise conserve habitat for 
elk and goshawk. There is no mention of the 
reverse as stated in your letter. 


Your comment states thet the no action 
alternative is not truly an alternative, but you 
provide no basis for this conclusion. The no 
action alternative is a viable alternative and a 
requirement by 40 CFR 1902.14 (c). A 
decision maker must consider all of the 
alternatives discussed in an EIS (40 CFR 
1505.if{e]). Public scoping mestings were held 
in June and July 1997 to present the proposed 
land exchange. It is during this scoping period 
that alternatives based on public iaput are most 


the draft EIS , but they are in the biological 
report, which is available on request. The text 
has been modified to use ecological sites rather 
than soil types (see Chapter 3, Biological 
resources, White-margined penstemon). 


Text has been modified in Chapter 4, 
Biological resources, Land ownership impacts, 
to specify the Mexican spotted owl and the 
Hualapai Mexican vole as listed species within 
the exchange area. 


The watersheds containing the proposed 
exchange are described in Chapter 3, Water 
resources and sisown on Map S. As stated in 
the final EIS in Chapter 3, Water resources, 
there are no published water quality data 
specific to the lands of this proposed exchange; 
the Arizona Department of Environmental 
Quality was contacted end documents 
published by that agency were reviewed -- no 
such data were found. Water quality on lands 
outside of the exchange are considered outside 
of the scoye of this EIS and, as a result, was 
not included. An analysis of projected future 
water deficits in Mohave County is also 
considered out of the scope of this EIS; this 
HIS is not a lend use planning document for 
Mohave County. 


9-8 See response 9-7. 
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9-9 Seo response 3-8. 


9-10 Chapter 4, Water resources im the final EIS 


discusses the potential of groundwater 
contamination from septic tanks. 
9-11 The word potential, as used im the phrveo 
“potential perennial stream segments,” has been 
removed from the final HIS in the Water 
resources sections of chapters 3 and 4. 


concerning groundwater quantity and quality 
on the offered lands are correct. The stream 
segments containing riparian vegetation 
acquired by the BLM in this land exchange 
will cesential.y remain in the same condition as 
they are; there will be little chango and 
therefore no impacts. 

9-13 See response 7-8. 

The Issue heading in the first column is 

inaccurate. The final EIS hes been changed to 


the heading of Recreation opportunities. 


The impacts to cultural resources summary 
(Table 1) has been corrected. See also 
response 4-1. 


9-14 


9-15 


9-16 See response 9-15. 

The BLM does not compensate for the loss of 
livestock use of BLM: lands resulting from 
actions such as land exchanges. BLM grazing 
permits or leases no right, title or interest held 
by the U.S. im any lands or resources. 


9-17 


9-18 An easement could be reserved where an 


existing boundary fence exists on selected 
BLM lands. This could be done if an casement 
is requested by the rancher and if it is 
anticipated that a fence would be necessary to 
control livestock in an area where it is 
anticipated that grazing would continue over 
the long term. Moving a boundary fence to 
BLM lands would be considered if it is 
anticipated that, as a result of the exchange, 
development would preclude livestock grazing 
from an area in an allotment in the short term. 


11-1 See response 3-8. 
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12-1 


12-2 


12-3 


12-4 





The altemative you propose would cause a 
sig vificent change im the disposal, retention 
and ecquisition goals of the Kingman RMP. 
Disposal, retention and acquisition lands were 
determined in the RMP after looking at all the 
iesucs, rather than only cas. The proposed 
action im this lend exchange was developed in 
accordance with the RMP and with respect to 
the business goals of the proponent. The BLM 
can only enter into a land exchenge with a 
willing landowner. 








See response 11-2. 


The rancher operating the Hibernia Peak A and 
B allotments has approached the BLM and 
lronhorse Investors, Inc. with a similer 
proposal. You will be kept informed of any 
progress made on the proposal. 


Under the proposed actica alternative, an 
easement would be reserved by the U.S. 
government where this pipeline exists in sec. 
16, T. 1S N., R. 15 W. Am easement would 
be reserved in seca. 28 and 30 if it can be 
secured for where the pipeline crosses the 
sdjacent secs. 21, 29 and 31. 


The agreement for this easement specifies that 
it is effective only if it is deemed necessary or 
beneficial for, or im connection with, the 
control, edministration or use of the public 
lands surrcunding or adjacent to the feace in 
secs. 23, 27 and 31, T. 15 N., R. 16'W. The 
proposed land exchange would eliminate from 
public ownership lands surrounding or adjacent 
to secs. 23 and 27. To maintain the postion of 
this casement im sec. 31, adjacent to public 
lands not included in the exchange, would 
require an additional half-mile of fence for it to 
be Allotment boundaries may be 
adjusted by the BLM under 43 CFR 4110.2-4. 
See Chapter 4, Mitigation. 


boundary fence is cut. This requirement 
applies caly to public lands and is authorized 
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under right-of-way grant AZA 30290. This 
requirement will remain in effect. even if the 
selected public lands are transferred to private 
ownership. 


Section 4 range improvement permits will be 
issued for improvements on the offered lands 
as stated in Chapter 4, Environmental 


consequences. 


Access to New Well would be provided along 
the easements that will be placed around each 


section by the land developer. 


Text has been modified to use the common 
name of big-tooth maple. 


A reference to Map 2, which shows the area of 
the semi-desert grasslands, has been added to 
the text under Biological resources. 


Comment is noted and the text has been 
modified in Chapter 4, Water resources, 
Proposed action, Selected/public lands. Based 
on your recommendation and subsequent 
consultation with your department, the wildlife 
catchment you described will be transferred 
with the public lands. 


A separate biological report for this EIS was 
completed by an interagency team of wildlife 
biologists from the BLM and the AGFD. 
Technical biological information and 
methodologies are explained in that document. 
information in the biological report. 


There were no significant differences in habitat 
units for desert tortoise under the proposed 
action and no action alternatives. The EIS 
team decided to focus the analysis and 
discussion on the more significant issues of 
land ownership patterns and manageability as 
reflected by the tortoise categorization process. 
Determ ination and analysis of habitat units is 
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presented and svailebie for review in the 
biological report, available upoa request. 


The Kingman RMP, page 103, states: “With 
land exchanges and some simple measures to 
protect the limited habitat of the white- 
margined penstemon in Arizona, the BLM can 
ensure the continued survival of the species . . 
.” The implication of this statement is thet 
land exchanges are necessary to mest the goal 
and objectives of the ACEC and the continued 
survival of the apecies. Therefore, without 
land exchanges such as this one, in other 
words under the no action alternative, the 
management goal and objectives of the White- 
margined Penstemon Reserve ACEC may not 
be realized and the statement in the draft EIS 
regarding the impacts of the no action 
alternative is accurate. The 
Mountain land exchange caly affects 10 
sections out of 57 sections withia the ACEC 
boundary. Therefore, it could not, and does 
not, affect more than a small past of the ACEC 
and the fragmented land ownership pattern 
within the ACEC. 


Other land exchanges, when and if they are 
proposed, will have to address the remaining 
majority of the ACEC. In the meantime, the 
Hualapai Mountains land exchange contributes 
to the blocking of 15 sections of public lands 
(combining curreat public lands with 
offered/private lands), a significant first step in 
meeting the goals and objectives of the White- 
margined Penstemon Reserve ACEC. The 
figure of 1,736 habitat units in the table on 
page 100 of the draft EIS is the correct one and 
the text on page 46 hes been changed to read 
1,736. Although more acres and hebitat units 


of white-margined penstemon hebitet have 


factors balance or offset this loss. First, 2,150 
more acres are gained within the ACEC; 
second, 500 more acres of high-quality habitat 
are gained than lost; and third, habitat 
manageability is increased on blocked public 
lands. 


Blocking up public lands via the Walnut Creek 
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In addition, the Walaut Creek exchange will 
help to ensure that development does not take 
place adjacent to the Warm Springs ares. 


Crutinoed monitoring of the Hualepai 
Foothills desert tortoise plot is planned. It was 
lest monitored in 1996. These plots are on a 


five-year monitoring cycle. 


Another ongoing land exchange — ASARCO/ 
Ray - is proposed in the McCracken 
Mountains ia T. 14N, R. 1SW. If completed, 
this will result in a public-owned corridor of 
tortoise/wildlife habitat between the 
McCracken and Hualapai mountains. 


See response 3-14. 


See reaponses 3-4 and 15-2. The cumulative 
impacts to the White-Margined Penstemon 


As noted in the EIS, the impacts on designated 
ACECs were analyzed. The existing 
checkerboard land status is addressed, as is the 
fact that long-term effective management of 
Penstemon albomarginatus end its habitat 
would be enhanced under the proposed action. 
Urbanization and concurrent increases in 
recreational activities are analyzed in the EIS. 
The BLM land exchange program seeks to 
accommodate developing communities while 
preserving or enhancing management of 
natural resources. Development of the private 
lands within the project area and recreational 
activities on adjacent public lands is already 
occurring and will continue to occur, 
regardless of this land exchange. The 
exchange seeks to accommodate the orderly, 
planned growth and development of local 
communities while maintaining and/or 
enhancing adjacent public lands for the 
management of multiple uses, including 
natural resource management and recreation. 


The BLM will compensate ranchers for their 
interests in water developments and other 
range improvements on the selected lands as 
per 43 CFR 4120.3-6(c), unless an easement is 
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granted. The rancher would have the use of 
and access to these improvements under a 
grazing lease with the proponent. 


Projections for the year 2005 indicate that 
Mohave County will have an anaual growth of 


- 3.14 percent, well above the state’s rate of 2.3 


percent, making it one of the fastest growing 
counties im the state. Using the calculation of 
one dwelling per 40 acres, there could 
potentially be 1,450 new residences in the 
Dutch Flat area and 240 new residences in the 
Antares area. 


The following information wes provided by 
Sem Elters and Al Hansen of Mohave County 
Public Works. 





Mohave County currently maintains Alamo 
Road three to four times a year at a cost of 
$800 per mile per year. As Alemo Road is 
approximately SO miles long from Yucca to 
Alamo Lake, the aunual cost is $40,000. 


Whether the exchange goes through or not, the 
frequency of maintenance will be determined 
by the demand of area residents. The demand 
for maintenance is expected to increase with or 
without the exchenge. Depending on the 
amount of people moving into the Dutch Fiat 
area, Alamo Road may need to be maintained 
up to 12 times a year, an average of $120,000 
per year. The county has based its predictica 
of maintaining Alamo Road 12 times a year on 
the historical data from similar roads in Golden 
Valley. The county maintains its road network 
in the Golden Valley area approximately once 
a mouth. The need to maintain Alamo Road 
will not increase to once s month until the 
population base im the Dutch Filet reaches that 
of Golden Valley. 


The county has historically bladed the entire 
Alamo Road from where the pavement ends 
southeast of Yucca to Alamo Lake when the 
maintenance blading is performed. The county 
feels that this practice would continue even 
though the majority of the people would be 
using that portion of Alamo Road from 
Chicken Springs north to 1-40. 


The county hes no standard policy on daily 
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vehicle trips to determine the need for paving a 
road. The teaffic count is considered along 
with the cost factor between blading and 
maintsining a dist/gravel road. Also, the 
county tries to plan its road network to commect 
different pasts of the county and to provide for 
a useful transportation network. 


The cost of paving Alamo Road would be 
similar to Stockton Hill Road st a cost of 
$150,000 to $200,000 per mile. 


Dues are paid yearly to the Homeowners 
Association, which is administered through 
Legend Land L.L.C., a subsidiary of 
Iromhorse Investors, Inc. The county is not 
being asked to enforce the CCRs, nor is it 
being asked to assume maintenance of the 
roads. Development (the actual construction 
of homes and people moving in) will occur at a 
pace dependent on factors other than just 
having nicely maintained roads, e.g., a 
Mohave County decision concerning the 1-40 
industrial corridor. In addition, the procedure 
being used to subdivide the land in this area is 
in accordance with the Mohave County 
General Pian. 


The conflicts referred to in Table 1 would 


result from the increase im development duc to 


the increased amount of private lends within an 
allotment. Improvements needed on private 
lands would be the responsibility of the 
rancher or residents. If conflicts could be 
resolved by fencing adjacent BLM lands, the 
BLM may assist on a case-by-case basis subject 
to available funding. 


The final EIS (Chapter 4, Water resources) 
acknowledges the increase in sediment runoff 
that will likely occur on the selected lands. 


The potential assessment of the selected/public 
lands is based according to Mohave County 
assessors on the fair market value of 
surrounding lands previousiy sold — parcels 
ranged from $50 to $267 per acre. The 
wumber of acres is multiplied by the fair 
market value and multiplied by a 16-percent 
assessment for Class Four lands, which consist 
mainly of agricultural properties and vacant 
land. That total is multiplied by the tax rate, 


which is based on the tax district where the 
parcel is located. This calculation is not based 
on lands having grazing status; if it were, the 
property tax would be substantially less. 


However, It is important to note that once 
these lands are sold and developed, the fair 
market value per pascel will rise. The parcels 
will be assessed at the appropriate property 
legal class, resulting im a significant increase in 
property tax revenues for Mohave County that 
exceeds the initial $86,000 gain in private 
Property taxes. 


16-7 The section hes been mcdified. Ses also 
responses 3-11 and 7-26. 








16-8 ‘The language in the final EIS has been 
modified to explain that under the proposed 
action, public access in the Dutch Flat and 
Hualapai Valley development areas would be 
limited (0 existing public roadway easements 
and the new roadway esements established by 


the proponent. 


In Chapter 3, under Recreation opportunities/ 
access, reference is made to a complete 
imventory report of all roads affected by the 
proposed exchange. That report is available at 
the BLM Kiagman Field Office. 


16-9 See response 7-28. 


16-10 The groundwater study by Hargis & Associates 
does not contain a map of the wells in the 


Sacramento Valley. The 12-page table of well 
information in this groundwater study has not 
been reproduced ia the final EIS; however, the 
final BIS (Chapter 3, Water resources) includes 
an expanded discussion of the depth to water in 
the Sacramento Valley. A copy of the 
groundwater resource repost is available at the 
BLM Kingman and Phoenix field offices. 


16-11 The section hes been modified. Seo also 
responses 3-11 and 7-26. 


16-12 An evaluation of the impacts to white- 
margined penstemnca as a result of the 
proposed «tion was made im Chapter 4, 
Environmental consequences, Biologicr! 
resources. The biological repost (BLM 1997) 
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prepared for this EIS provides a more detailed 
analysis of impacts to this species. Whits- 
margined penstemon is not listed as an 
endangered species; it is 2 former federal 
candidate, Category Il epecies. The BLM 
considers it to be a sensitive species and it is 
ranked by the AGFD as rare im the state. 





16-12 Some high-quality hebitat for white-margined 


penstemon will unfortunately ba lost. 
However, twice as much high-quality habitat is 
gained through the exchange as is lost. If 
areas surrounding houses are left as native 
desert, white-margined penstemon will be able 
to survive in small patches, a situation 
observed on private lends within the ACEC 
north of the Boriana Mine Road. Complete 
urbanization and contiguous pavement would 
70t allow white-margined penstemon to 
survive. Even 20ning of five-ecre lots, 
however, suggests that native desert would still 
occur between houses and other structures, 
leaving habitat for smell patches of white- 
margined penstemon. The BLM strongly 
encourages Mohave County to address 
preservation of white-margined penstemon in 
the upcoming area plan for Dutch Filet. This 
cooperative effort would work for survival of 
the species, achieving better results. 


The question of land-use planning on non- 
public lands is beyond the scope of this EIS; 
however, the BLM would be supportive of 
cooperative management efforts with Mohave 
County regarding white-margined penstemon 


16-13 Air quality impacts: 48 acres of bladed roads 
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per section (640 acres) if each section is fully 
subdivided. Blowing dust may occur during 
strong windy conditions, aot unlike other 
development areas snd bladed maintained 


roads throughout Mohave County. 


Air quality impacts due to noise resulting from 
potential diesel generator use is not anticipated 
to be a problem due to anticipated initial 
potential low population densities im the area. 
With time, power lines will be installed as 
demand for electricity increases. Im some areas 
where people live on private land in the 
exchange area, electric power service has 








already been installed. 


16-14 The final BIS (Chapter 4, Water seeources) 


discusses the potential for 2 lowered water 
table in the Dutch Fiat avea, as well as the 


likelihood of septic systemns impacting 
groundwater quality. 






16-15 The section has been modified. Seo also 


responses 3-11 and 7-26. 


16-16 The comment hes been noted and correction 


hes been made to the text. 


16-17 The utility corridors are delineated in the 
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Kingmen RMP and a map will be provided to 
you showing the utility corridors for your use 
in the Dutch Filet Aven Plan. 3 


Some of the parcels listed on Exhibit B of your 
letter are part of the selected/public lands of 
this land exchange and would go to private 
ownership if the exchange goes through. To 
add any other section now would meen that the 
additional sections would have to be presented 


within the public scoping process, essentially 
causing a restart of the project. The BLM is 


willing to consider a proposal for a land 
exchange with Mohave County for otter lends 
needed withia the proposed I-40 industrial 
corridor. 





The correction has bsem made in Appendix A 
to read T. 17 N., R. 18 W. 


See response 16-6. 
The land pattern for this exchange was based 


exchange or control what lands the private land 
owners should make available for exchange. 
The record o decision will chow which lands, 
if any, are to be exchanged based ca the 
information pawented in tho HIS. During 


public scoping \usetings held im June and July 
1997, no alternative lend patterns were 
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pessented to the BLM for analysis. 


The time schedule for prepasation of the EIS 
wes not imposed by the proponent to the 
exchange. it has been tho BLM's expericace 
that an EIS-lovel analysis usually takes 
between 12 and 24 months from issuing the 
NOl to issuing the secord of decision. The 
NCI for this EIS wes issued on June 11, 1997. 
The projected date to release the record of 
decision is January 1999, approximately 18 
months overall. 








The BLM agrees with EPA in that a vision for 
this area is appropriate in terms of balancing 
development and environment. This vision 
exists within the context of the General Plan 


for Mohave County (March 1995), hereafter 
referred to 2s General Plan. This vision calls 


lends and structures. To meet this vision, the 
county hx: developed goals and policies that 
are used during requests for rezoning of areas, 
appliceticas for building permits, etc. One 
particaisely applicable goal is to retain the 
bes, ‘be natusal setting and resources aad 
the rure/ character of the county while 
providing opportunities for coordinated growth 
 etaaiil as cataataen 10, page 


The selected federal lands involved im the land 
exchange proposal would be subject to 
development according to the vision of the 
General Plan. These lands are within rural 
development arees designated in the General 
Plan. Under the General Plan, the aubject area 


‘nts of five or more acres. However, the 
soning im the subject area is largely designated 
AR 36A, which allows one residence per 36 
acres and other compatible uses. Lot owners 
withia the AR 36A sone who wish to 
subdivide, or upzone, their 36-ecre parcels are 
required to submit a minor lend division plat 
or a formal subdivisica plat to the Mohave 
County Planning aed Zoning Department with 
formal .pprovel/disapproval decision residing 
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with the Mohuve County Board of Supervisors. 
In Arizona, the power and duties sagerding 
matters of planning, soning and subdivision 
platting in unincorporated areas have been 
delegated from the state to the counties under 
Arizona Revised Statutes § 11-800. 








The Mohave County Board of Supervisors has 
decided that it is appropriate to prepere an ares 
plen for the lends im the exchange ares. The 
area plan process provides s mechaniem for the 
county and local residents to plan for future 
growth end of communities at a 
greater level of detail than can be accomplished 
at a countywide level. The cces plan enables 
residents and landowners in am ares to tailor 
the plan to specific commmanity needs. The 
privete lands adjacent to the selected federal 
lends, which are owned by the exchange 
proponent, Iromhorsse Investors, incorporated, 
an Arizona Corporation, ase currently 
marketed and sold im the private sector as 160- 
and 40-acre rural ranch subdivisions lots 
(appvoximately 700 parcels have been sold). 
The ares plan is the most appropriate place for 
any restrictive covenants to development to bs 
decided. The process for developing an aren 
plan essures involvement of the current owners 
of parcels, Mohave County, the proponent to 
the land exchange and the BLM. 











See Chapter 4 of the draft EIS under Effects to 
each ranch, Hackberry allotment on page 37. 
The final EIS has been modified to reflect the 
easements reserved for the boundary and 


pesture fences on the selected/public lands. 


The BLM does not compensate for the loss of 
livestock use on BLM lands resulting from 
actions such as land exchanges. BLM grazing 
permits or leases mo right, title or interest held 
by the U.S. im any lands or resources (43 CFR 
4130.2jc)). 


See Chapter 4, Unavoidable adverse impacts. 


The 65,970 acres of selected/public lends, 
eachuding the freeway parcels, were valued at 
$4,900,000, Sased on the entive acreage being 
sold in one block. 
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Appendix A 


Plan conformance determination 


The following determinations wore dons 


according to the guidance in 43 CFR 1601.0-5 (c) 
end in the Kingman RMP. 


1. Acquisition of 
lands not specifically 
identified in the RMP 


Acquisition areas were identified in the RMP 
(page 8) according to the following land temure 


watershed/riperian-wetland, soil end botanical 
valees best managed for the public benefit and 
protected as public lends. 

2. Ensure the survival or recovery of special status 
animal or plant species. 

3. Ehimimete gerface and subsurface inholdings 

within designated wildersess. 

4. Provide for access to large blocks of federal lands. 

5. Consolidate surface and subsurface ownership in 
areas identified for retention. 


Lands im three areas were not identified for 
saiti 


1. T. 14N., R. 17 W., seca. 1, 5, 7, 9, 11, 13, 15, 
17, 19, 21, 23, 25, 27, 29, 31, 33 and 35 — 
Within this area, sec. 3 is privately owned and 
secs. 10 and 14 are owned by the state of Arizona. 
The rcmnninder of this township and range is 
owned by the Santa Fe Pacific Railroad. Whea 
the Senta Fe Pacific Railroad lands were made 
available for acquisition, it was determined that 
acquisition criteria points 1 and 4 (above) applied. 
Point 1 applied because this area is in Category II] 
desert tortoise habitat and blocking the areas 
would ensure the ability to manage it in the long 
term. Point 4 applied im that access to the large 
blocks of public lands to the south and west would 
be assured. 

2. T. 13 N., R. 14 W., secs. 1 and 3 and T. 14N., 
R. 14 W., secs. 11, 13, 23, 25, 27, 33 and 35 — 


This asen is just cast of the acquisition ares in the 
McCracken Mountains. Acquisition would 
substantially block public ownership in tis aren. 
The area is cursently in Catagory 3 habitat; it was 
determined (hat criteria pont 1 applied for desert 
tortoise and general wildlife. 
3. This even of scattered parcels throughout the 
northern part of the exchange aves is adjacent to 
goal of blocking public owaesship. Thess lands 
are on the fringe of areas considesed important for 
acquisition according to criteria points 1, 2 and 4. 


Part 2. Disposal of lands 
not specifically identified 
in the RMP 


Within exchange/consolidation aveas, land 
owners/permittses may apply for acquisition of any 
lands within the allotments areas as long os such 
lands do not have significant resource, cultural and/or 
environmental values, te loss of which cannot be 
appropriately suitignted. 

The RMP (page 8) states that when selecting lands 
for disposal, priority will be given to public lands 
needed to mest the needs of local, county and state 
governments or individuals, public lends the sim, 
location or other physical characteristics of which 
make them difficult or unsconcmical to manage and 
pubhec lands whose dieposal will resolve uniatentions! 
unauthorized trespass. A plan amendsnent is being 
prepared to give the public the opportunity to 
comment on whether to dispose of the lands through 























All parcels listed below will be considered fur 
disposal in the Hualapei exchange, i.c., may or may 
not actually be transferred to private ownership. The 
decision, whether to dispose of these lands will be 
documented im the record of decision based on the 
EIS information. 


Parcel descriptions 
Each of the pascels not slated for disposal is 
described (township, range and section) and the 
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rationals for disposal consideration is given. 


T. ISN, R. 15 W., anes, 8, 16, 18, 28, 22, 28, 
30 and 32 — Thess sections were considesed fox 
disposal when the proponents made clear that they 
would not make the surrounding sections svailable 
for acquisitios. Therefore, the objective of blocked 
ownership could not be reached unless the BLM wes 
willing to make the sections available for disposal. 
BLM resources staff and management reviewed the 
RMP planning criteria under the issues of Wilda 
habitet/threatened and endamgere’ «cies and Land 
tenure, determining that these parcess should be 
considered for disposal within the Hualapai 
exchange. Disposing of these lands would block 
ownership imto private holdings. If the lands were 
not disposed of, expected sales and development of 












expected sale and development of the intermingled 
private lands would also make managounent for desert 
tortoise species and habitat goals impossible in this 
area. 


T. 16 N., R. 16 W., sec. 16 and a portion of 
sec. 36 -- These sections are surrounded by private 
and state-owned lands. Acquisitica of the privately 
owned lands from the Santa Fe Pacific Railroad is not 
viable as these lands are important to their overall 
development plens. Acquisition of the state lands is 
presently impossible at the state cannot exchange 
lands under current policy. Managing threo parcels 
would be difficult im intermingled ownership. 


T. 16 N., R. 18 W., sec. 16, N% — Disposal of 
this section was reviewed with reapect to the issues of 
Wildlife habstet and Land temure. The section is 
bordered to the north and east by private lands act 
owned by the Santa Fe Pacific Railroad. A large 
desert wash area in the south half of the section (to be 
retained im public ownership) is important for wilalife 
moversent. 
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T. 16.5 N., R. 17 W., secs. 22, 26 and 36 — 





Alamo Road runs through all three sections and they 
are surrounded by private lands. The privete lands, 
owned by the Senta Fe Pacific Reilsoad, ave prime 
for development dus to the proximity of Alamo 
Road. The overall proposal within ho ACEC would 
transfer 6.5 sections to the BLM while these sections 
would go imto private ownesship, a ust gain of 3.5 
sections to the BLM within he ACEC. The threes 
sections were determined to be considesed for 
diaposal im the Hualepai exchange after reviewing ths 
planning criteria for special area designations and 
land tenuse. Potential land uses (development) would 
meke it difficult to manage the thece sections slong 
Alamo Road. 











T. 16.5 N., R. 18 W., sec. 28 — This section is 
surrounded by private land act owned by the Santa 
Fe Pacific Railroad. The private land to the south 
and west is currently being developed. This section 
hes no managesnent potential for any of the planning 
critesia for any of the icsucs in ho RMP. BLM 
resources staff determined that it should beve been 
incheded in the RMP for disposal. 


T. 17 N., R. 18 W., sec. 24 — This ssction hes 
private lands on the north and east, Interstate 40 goss 
through it and the railroad is about 1/8-aile wert. 
Within the industrial corridor proposed by the 
Mohave County Economic Development Authority, it 
was determined that this section could be considered 
for diaposa' with reapect to proposed future uses of 
the overall ares. 


T. 18 N., B. 18 W., sec. 25 — This section, 
bordered on the north, cast sad south by private lands 
not owned by the Santa Fe Pacific Railroad, would be 
difficult to manag» for the long term, given the 
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1 Gough 4, incl, BAW, BY; 





1 Gsough 4, incl., BAW, BY; 
1 Gsough 4, incl., BAW, EM; 


aedidididididis cAddwadeddaaaes 


«gdidcddaddsdss Tavesditdiddadd 
ddddddddddddddd ohddddddeediens 


rec. 6, lots 1 through 7, incl, SUNEM, SEUNW%, EXLSW%, SEM; 


sec. 2, lots 1 Gheongh 4, inci., SUNY, 3%; 
sec. 4, lots 1 theongh 4, incl, S4N%, 8%; 


T. 1S N.,R. 16 W., 


a a. Se 





enc. 30, lets 1 Geungh 4, incl, EUW, BY; 


esc. 32, al; 
sc. 34, off; 
oc. 36, di. 








# 
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N., RK. 18 W. 


~s < lots 1 Grough 4, incl., SUNY, S%; 
sec. 4, lots 1 Gronugh 4, incl., SAN, 8%; 





sec. 22, lots 1 through 4, incl., SWUNWK, S%4; 
ssc. 24, lots 1 through 4, incl., $4; 


sec. 26, ali; 


sec. 28, BY, SW, EANWK, SWUNWS; 


sec. 20, lots 1 through 4, inci., $4; 
sec. 22, lots 1 trough 4, imci., S44; 


T. 16% N., R. 18 W., 


J 
S 
r 
z 
: 
. 








esc. 34, all; 
os. 36, WK, NEM, W4SEM, NEUSE. 


T. 174%.,2 17 W., 
oc. 20, afl; 
esc. 28, ali; 
esc. 30, lets 1 Geongh 20, incil., BY; 
ssc. 32, aff; 
ac. 4, Wf. 






T. 17N., R. 18 W., 
ssc. 4, afi. 


T. 18 N., R. 17 W., 
ssc. 20, ali; 
sec. 30, lots 1 Gsongh 20, incl, BY. 


T. 18 N.,R. 18 W., 
soc. 26, all; 
sec. 36, less the 200-foot Atchisom, Topeka and Santa Fo Railway Company right-of-way containing 24.49 


T. 24N.,R. 14W., 
osc. 18, all; 
sec. 20, BY; 
soc. 30, NY. 


T. 24N., R. 15 W., 

soc. 4, lots 1 Geough 4, incl., S4N4U, SU; 
sc. 8, all; 

ssc. 10, all; 

sec. 12, aff; 

osc. 14, aff; 

esc. 22, BY; 

ssc. 24, afl; 

ssc. 26, BY. 


T. 25N.,R 1S W., 
ssc. 6, lots 1 Geough 7, incl., S4NEN, SEUNWM, WUSWK, SEM; 
oc. 8, afi; 
esc. 18, lots 1 Grough 4, incl., BU, EUW. 


T. 3 N.,R 16 W., 


esc. 2, lots 1 Grongh 4, incl, SAN, 9%; 
esc. 12, of. 


T. 26N., R. 16 W., 
ssc. 36, af. 


The aseas described aggregate approximantaly 68,979.02 acres. 








T. 3H.,R. “WW., 

















soc. 1, let 1 Goongh 4, incl., SLING, 94; 
esc. 3, lets 1 Gough 4, imcl., S44, S%; 
esc. S, lots 1 Goough 4, incl, PAIN, 94. 


T. 4N.,R MW., 


osc. 7, lots 1 Goongh 4, incl, BUW%H, BU; 
ese. 11, 
ssc. 13, 
ssc. I7, 
ssc. 21, 
ssc. 23, 
soc. 25, 
ssc. 27, 
ssc. 29, 
sec. 33, 
sev. 35, 


. I4N., R. 15 W., 

oc. S, afl; 

oc. 7, afi; 

sec. 17, all; 

sec. 19, lots 1 Geough 4, incl., BAW, EM; 
ec. 21, afl; 

ssc. 29, all; 

sec. 31, lots 1 Ghrongh 4, incl., BMW, BY; 
sec. 33, alll. 


BRRRRERRRR 


- AN., RB. 17 W., 


ssc. 1, lots 1 Geough 4, imcl., SUNU, SU; 
ssc. 5, lots 1 Geough 4, incl, SAN, 9%; 
ssc. 7, lots 1 trough 4, BAW, BM; 
osc. 9, 
sec. 11, 
ssc. 13, 
esc. 15, 
sec. 17, 
ssc. 19, 
svc. 21, 
sec. 23, 
sec. 25, 
sec. 27, 
ssc. 29, 
sec. 31, lots 1 Geongh 4, EAW%, EX; 
secs. 33, and 35. 


1 tsough 4, EAWY, EM; 


BREREFRRRES 


T. IS N.,R. 1S W., 


sec. 3, lots | Geough 4, mcl., S4N%, 9%; 
soc. 5, lots 1 through 4, imcl., SUN, SY; 








sec. 11, all; 
sec. 23, NU’, N“EWM, SEKSWK, SEX. 


T. 16N., R. 15 W., : 
sec. 5, lots 1 through 4, incl., SW4NEM“, SANWK, Si; 
sec. 7, lots | through 4, incl., BAW, BY; 
sec. 9, all; 
sec. 17, all; 
sec. 19, lots 1 through 4, incl., BAW, BY; 
sec. 21, all; 
sec. 29, all; 
sec. 31, EY; 
sec. 33, all. 


T. 16N., R. 16 W., 
sec. 1, lots 1 through 4, incl., SAN, S%; 
sec. 3, lots 1 through 4, incl., SAN; 
sec. 25, Et. 


T. 16% N., R. 15 W., 
sec. 19, lots 1 through 6, incl., EASW%, SEM; 
sec. 21, S'%; 
sec. 29, all; 
sec. 31, lots 1 through 4, incl., EAW%, BE; 
sec. 33, all. 


T. 164% N., R. 16 W., 
sec. 19, lots 1 through 4, incl., BAW, Es; 
sec. 21, lots 1 through 4, incl., S%; 


T. 17N., R.14 W., 
sec. 1, lots 1 through 4, incl., SAN, S%; 
sec. 3, lots 1 through 4, incl., SAN%, S%; 
sec. 4, SWYNEK, NWKSW; 
sec. 5, lots 1 through 4, incl., S'‘AN'%, S%; 
sec. 6, SESE; 
sec. 7, EYNEKNE; 
sec. 11, NY. 


T. 17N., R. 15 W., 
sec. 1, lots 1 through 4, incl., SAN, 8%; 
sec. 3, lots 1 through 4, incl., SAN%, 8%; 
sec.-5, lots 1 through 4, SAN, S%; 
sec. 7, lots 1 through 4, BAW, EB; 
sec. 9, all; 
sec. 11, all; 
sec. 15, all; 
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sec. 17, 
sec. 19, 
sec. 21, all; 





all; 
lots 1 through 4, incl., B4W', BM; 


all; 


sec. 27, alll; 


sec. 29, 
sec. 31, 
sec. 33, 


NE, NEMNW%, SW4SW4, B4SBK; 
lots 1 through 4, incl., E4W'%, BY; 
all. 


. I7N., R. 16 W., 


sec. 13, 
sec. 15, 
sec. 21, 
sec. 23, 
sec. 25, 
sec. 27, 
sec. 33, 
sec. 35, 


all; 

B%, BAW, NWKNW4; 

BYSE%; 

all; 

all; 

all; 

EXLW4, SWUNWK, WUSW, EY; 
all. 


. 18N., R. 14W., ; 
sec. 7, lots 1 through 4, incl., BAW, BY; 


sec. 19, 
sec. 31, 


lots 1 through 3, incl., EAW, EX; 
lots 3 and 4, EASW%, EX. 


. 18N., RK. 15 W., 


lots 1 through 4, incl., SAN, S%; 

lots 1 through 4, incl., S4AN%, SW%, N'Y“SEM; 

lots 1 through 4, incl., SAN, S$; 

lots 1 through 4, incl., NEM, EANW%, NEMSW%, NE“SEK, WYSE; 
all; , : 
NWNE%, SEMNE%, NEXNW%, SW, SWK%SE%; 
NWY&%NEK, NW“NWK, EAWH, SEKSEM; 

all; 

NE%, NE“4NW%, SANW, S44; 

lots 1 through 4, incl., BAW, BY; 

all; 

NE¥NE%, W%, W'4SE%; 

WANE, NEMNWK%, WASW%, NYSE; 

WANE, SEXNW; 

all; 

all; 

lots 1 through 4, incl., EAW', BE; 

all; 

N'‘ANE%, SEMNEM, W%, SSE. 


. 19N.,R. 14 W., 


sec. 19, 
sec. 30, 


NE%, N“SE%, SEXSE%; 
NW4NE%, EANWK; 


sec. 31, lots 1 through 4, incl., NBE4NE%, E4W', W4B%, SBSEY. 


The areas described aggregate approximately 70,245.31 acres. 


138 











Appendix C 





















































T. 25 N., R. 15 W., aoc. 8, 
SE“%SE% (Music Mins SW) acre-feet capacity 
2 Easy Way earthen T. 24N., R. 15 W., sec. 8, 0077 Shallow, overgrown poad fed by 
poad °° SW'%SW (Long Mtn) Truxton Water Co. private well and 
pipeline 
3 Unnamed pond T. 24N., R. 15 W., sec. 10, 0077 Small pond, good shape, fed by 
NENW (Antares) Truxton Water Co. private well and 
pipeline 
4 Unnamed T. 18 N., R. 18 W., sec. 36, 0011 Noafuactional, large shallow pond 
res rvoir * NENEX (Yucca NW) 
5 Latle Nellie T. 18 N., R. 17 W., sec. 20, 0011 Shallow depression, nonfuactional, 
pipeline pond ** NW4NW% (Yucca NE) oace fed by Little Nellie pipeline 
6 Unnamed T. 16 N., R. 17 W., sec. 16, 0051 Good shape; two dikes channel 
reservoir SW%NE% (Buck Mtns NE) water into pond 
7 Truxton Water T. 24.N., R. 15 W., sec. 4, lot 0077 Hawk Trough, good shape; fed by 
Co. pipeline 4, N\W/4NW (Music Mins SW) pipeline from Truxton Water Co 
system private well 
T. 24N., R. 15 W., sec. 8, W% 0077 Pipeline — good shape 
(Long Mountnia) ** 
T. 24N., R. 15 W., sec. 10 0077 Pipeline — good shape 
(Antares) : 
T. 24N., RB. 15 W., sec. 14 0077 Pipeline .- good shape 
(Antares) 
T. 24N., R. 15 W., sec. 26, 0077 Pipeline — good shape 
W'YSE (Antares) 
8 Willow Creek end T. 18 N., R. 17 W., sec. 30, 001) Pipeline fed by Willow Spring in 
water * SWM%SW (Yucca NW) sec. 15, T. 18 N., R. 16 W.; tank 
and trough full of water; good 
shape 
9 HQ pipeline and T. 17 N., R. 17 W., sec. 20, 0043 Trough full and in good shape; 
trough SESE (Yucca SE) serves as waterhaul; pipeline 
broken 
10 Middle Water T. 16.5 N., R. 17 W., sec. 26, 0051 Storage tank in good chape, has 
pf peline and tank NESW (Yucca SE) water and is at end of Middle Water 
pipeline system 
il Crossman Peat T. 16 N., R. 18 W., sec. 16, 0025 Bleck plastic pipeline - no longer 
HQ well pirctine* | NE% (Buck Mountains) functional 
12 White's well T. 16 N., R. 17 W., sec. 14, 0051 Pipeline broken, in pour shape 
pipeline NWYNW (Buck Mountains 
NE) 
T. 16 N., R. 17 W., sec. 12, 0051 Pipeline broken, in poor shape 
NWY“NWS (Dutch Flat NW) 
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13 La Cienega HQ T. 15 N., R. 17 W., sec 36, 0051 cs Bobcat tank and trough— good 
weil pipeline SESE (Dutch Flat SW) shape, ead of pipeline sy::em 
system 

T. 16 N., R. 16 W., sec. 32, 0051 cs Pipeline crosses SE% of sec. 32; 
SESE (Dutch Flat NW) good shape, has water 
T. 15 N., R. 16 W., sec. 8, 0051 cs Pipeline crosses northwest corner of 
NW4NWK (Dutch Flat NW) sec. 8; good shape 
T. 15 N., R. 16 W., asc. 18, 0051 cs Pipeline in good shape, holding 
W% (Dutch Fiat NW) water 
T. 15 N., R. 17 W., sec. 24, 0051 Cs Pipeline follows east section line of 
BYB%, (Dutch Flat NW) sec. 24; good shape 

14 | New Well pipeline | T. 15.N.,R. 15 W., sec. 30, 0021 CS | Pipeline receatly reworked; guod 
SESE (Dutch Flat SE) 
T. 15 N., R. 18 W., sec 16, BY 0021 cs Pipeline in good shape, holding 
(Beecher Canyon) weier 

15 Section 34 T. 17N., RB. 17 W., sec. 34, 0043 WH Storage tank and trough full of 
waterhaul NEXNE, (Yucca SE) water, good shape 

16 Secramento Valley T. 24N., R. 14 W., sec. 18, 0042 CA AGFD No. 86; good shape; 
cate! ment | SW%SW (Antares) coacrete apron, covered storage 

tank and walk-in trough; holding 
wetet 

17 | Mindy Mill well * T. 17 N., R. 17 W., sec. 30, lot 0043 well Well wah submersible pump on 

20 (Yucca SE) abandoned millene; drilled in 1978; 
weer level of 440 fest in 1979 























"Type of water source 

P = sockpond 

CS = conveyance system 
WH = waterhaul 

CA = wildlife catchment 


* These water sources would be retuined in federal ownership 
under the equal appraised value alternative 


** These water sources would be retained in federal ownership 
under the equal appraised value alternative if mining claim iseves 
cannot be resolved 
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1 Haystack T. 17 N., R. 16 W., ssc. 27, 0051 Constructed 3-1-42; 0.9 acse- 
Teak SWY4NW% (Creamery Canyoa) feet capacity; poor shape; rock/ 
concrete spillway blown out 
2 Lower Tank T. 14N., R. 17 W., esc 15, 0051 Constructed 3-1-42; 2.0 acse- 
SWY%NE% (Buck Mountains SE) feet capecity; good chape — held 
water early in 1997 
3 Township T. 14N., R. 15 W., sec. 19, 0021 Poor aps - pond breached for 
Tenk NWY“NW (Dutch Flet SW) somes tims; 80 stucags capecity 
4 Coyote Tank T. 14N., R. 14 W., sec. 21, 0021 Constructed 1-1-40; 2.0 acre- 
SEK%SE% (Groom Spring) feet capacity; fair shape 
$ Mid Bull T. 18 N., R. 15 W., sec. 11, 0050 Spring flows into two coacrete 
Canyoa SW%SW (Hibernia Peak) dems in drainage below wedi; 
Spring good shape; ponds almost full 
and seepage oa 7-16-97 
6 Thimble T. 18 N., R. 15 W., sec. 35, 0050 Spring begins below large rock 
Spring SEK%SW (Hibernia Peak) outcrop; pipe and trough, 
scepage caly, 9-11-97 
7 Hawk Nest T. 18 N., R. 14 W., sec. 7, 0050, 0063 Horizoatal well with pips to 
Spring NW%NEX (Hibernia Peak) concrete trough in corral; dry 7- 
21-97 
8 Round Valley T. 16.5 N., R. 16 W., sec. 23, lot 0051 4-foot dismeter circular 
Spring and 4, NW NW (Creamery Canyon) apringbox with metal cover, 
Pine Peak pipelins to circuler storage tank 
Pipeline and two troughs on public leads 
ian SEX SBM, coc. 36, T. 17 N., 
R. 16 W.; pipeline continues 
into valley fooding waks aad 
troughs sysiea 
9 Mineral T. 17N., R. 15 W., sec. 15, 0051 Asrial check 9-10-97; broken 
Spring SW%SE% (Diamond Joe Peak) pipelias aed trongh ia 
SEYSW%, sec. 15; dry 
10 Blue Tank T. 19 N., R. 14 W., sec. 31, 0063 Spring begins at ruck dike 
Spring SW NW (Hibernia Peak) ecross drainage, collects in 
pools; flow of 1 gpm 9-11-97 
ll Undeveloped T. 18 N., R. 15 W., sec. 3, 0050 Aarial check 9-10-97; moist soil 
Spring NWNE% (Hibernia Peak) aad seepage arouad lower stead 
of cotjumwoods im draimage 
12 Hanging T. 18 N., R. 15 W., sec. 9, 0050 Begins by large cotinsw ood tree 
Shovel SEX NE (Hibernia Peax) aad willow saad; 0.2 gpm flow 
Spring oa 9-11-97 
13 Mountain T. 18 N., R. 15 W., sec. 11, 0050 Acrial check 9-10-97; flowing 
Side Spring NW\NE (Hibernia Peak) epring begins lower ia dreimage 
on public lands ia NEX SEX, 























141 
















































































14 Leaping T. 18 N., R. 15 W., esc. 11, 0050 Seep in Bull Canyon 1.5 miles 
Lizacd Spcing §=| SEMSW (Hibernia Peak) downatream of hid Bull “aayon 
apting and well; seepage caly, 
7-16-97 
1S | Horny Toad T. 18. N., R. 15 W., ssc. 23, 0050 Undeveloped seep ui mck dike 
Spriag SBMUSW (Hi--enia Peak) across drainags; ssepege caly, 
, 9-11-97 
16 Hibernia T. 18 N., R. 1S W., esc. 26, 0050 Undeveloped apring in Hibernia 
Canyon SW\NEXM (Hidernie Peak) Canyoa shove corral; 5 gpm in 
Spring 1964; seepage caly in pools in 
éreiangs, 7-14-97 
17 Bleck Worm T. 18 N., R. 15 W., esc. 27, 0050 Undeveloped spring in side 
Spring NE NE (Hibernia Peak) dcainags to Hibernia Canyon; 
seepage caly, 9-11-97 
18 Undeveloped T. 18 N., R. 15 W., sec. 27, 0050 Assiai check 9-10-97; entive 
Spring NWSE (Hibernia Peak) reach of Hibernia Canyon in 
sec. 27 flowing 
19 Undeveloped T. 18 N., R. 15 W., esc. 33, 0050 Asrial check 9-10-97; dry, but 
Spring SW\NB\ (Hibernia Peak) grapevins ond willow ia 
dzaiaags 
20 Undeveloped T. 18 N., R. 15 W., sec. 35, 0050 Asrial check 9-10-97; dry; seep 
Spring NW\NW% (Hibernia Peek) is wp drainage from an old burn 
ecar 
21 Megeith T. 17 N., R. 15 W., esc. 3, 0051 Seapage at large rock outcrop 
Spring SE%NE (Hibernia Peak) across denlaags upetreaen frora 
Thieubls Spring 
22 «(| Lower Bull T. 18 N., R. 14 W., sec. 7, 0050 Spring begine below inrge 
Caayoa NWSE (Hibernia Peek) cottioawood ia bead of Bull 
Spring Caayoa — flows into rock 
potholes; 0.075 gpm flow, 9-11- 
97 
2B Days Ead T. 18 N., R. 14 W., sec. 17, 0050 Spring begins at rock outcrop 
Spring NWSW (Hibernia Peak) across side to Bull 
Canyon; seepage ouly, 9-11-97 
24 | Marbled T. 18 N., R. 14 W., sec. 19, 0050 Spring begins 01 rock owscrop 
Rock Spring NW\NBM% (Hibernia Peak) ond overheng in side drainage to 
Hibernie Canyon; éry 7-21-97 
2s Dead Horse T. 17 N., BR. 14 W., asc. 3, 0028 Not field verified, 
Caayoa NWSW (Hibernia Peak) location from water rights filing 
in Pilgrim Wash 
26 | Undeveloped | T.17N., BR. 14 W., sec. 4, 0083 Aasial check, 9-10-97; Pligrian 
Spring SW\NE% (Hibernia Peak) Wesh in sec. 4 flowing; grovad 
check seeded 
27 Undeveloped T. 17 N., R. 14 W., sec. 4, 0050 Asrial check, 9-10-97; Pligrim 
Spring NWSW (Hibernia Peek) Wash in sec. 4 flowing; ground 
check needed 
e Upper T. 17N., R. 14 W., esc. 6, 0050 Aarial check, 9-10-97; water 
Piigrim SE%SE\ (Hibernia Peak) flowing in Pligrim ‘Weeh; 
Spring ground check neodsd 
29 Pine Plat T. 18 N., R. 1S W., sec. 7, ROK Spring begins ia druiaage below 
Spring SEYNW (Webayume Pook) Pine Pit comping erea; 0.24 
gpm tivw, 7-15-97 
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»” Upper Butt T. 16N., R. 1S W., asc. 17, 0050 Spring begins at loans 
Caayos SWUNWK (Websyume Peak) comnswood above mde damage 
Spcing to Bull Canyon; dry, 9-10-97 
31 iiiborses T. 17N., R. 15 W., asc. 5, 0051 Aarial check, 9-10-97; comnila, 
Spring SWNEM (Wabsyume Peak) willow, cottaswood end wala, 
moist 
32 Comoawood T. 17 N., R. 15 W., asc. 31, 0051 Spring begias in cide desinage t0 
(eka North SWU%SW (Crooamery Canyon) Creamery Camyou; sowsce is cn 
Cresmnery existing public lends. SESE, 
Canyoa) esc. 36, T. 17 N., R. 16 W.; 
fore. 1/8 gpm flow, 6-23-97 
33 Quail Cowy T. 17 N., R. 15 W., esc. 17, 0051 Seep at bess of rock outcrep in 
Sormy SWMSW (Creamery Canyon) drainage, seepage caly, 6-25-97 
_ Joo Cat T. 17 N., R. 18 W., ssc. 29, 0051 Seep begins at base of sock 
Spriag SW%SW\ (Creamery Canyoa) comcrop ia ahhe drainage to 
Creamery Camyoa; moist sod, 
6-24-97 
35 Round Valley T. 17 N., R. 15 W., sec. 33, 0051 Asrial check, 9-10-97; willows 
Spring SW\SW (Creamery Canyon) in NWUSWK; dry 
c) Banded Rock T. 16.5 N., R. 16 W., sec. 25, 0051 Senall ssep in Cow Canyon K- 
Spring SW%SW\ (Creamery Canyoa) mile above apring/well shown 
oa USGS map; moist soil, 
7-297 
37 Lower Cow T. 16.5 N., R. 16 W., sec. 35, 0051 Undeveloped spring in Cow 
Creek Spring SESE (Creamery Canyoa) Camyor juat ebove reed 
crossing; seepage, 7-22-97 
38 Black Willow T. 17 N., RB. 15 W., sec. 27, 0008 Aarial check, 9-10-97; lone 
Spring NW&NW% (Diemond Joe Peak) cotoswood wes; dry 
39 Ply or T. 16.5 N., R. 15 W., sec. 19, 0051 Arial check, 9-10-97; email 
Dripping NWSE (Diemoad Jos Peak) patch of willows neer top of 
Spring dreiaage, dry 
40 | _~ Undeveloped T. 16.5 N., R. 15 W., sec. 31, 0051 Aarial check, 9-10-97; epeing in 
Spring NESE (Diamond Jos Peak) drainage, collects in potholes, 
willows and cattails; flowing 
4l Right Hand T. 16.5 N., R. 15 W., sec. 33, 0008 Aarial check, 9-10-97; 
Caayoa NENW (Diemoad Joe Peak) cottoawooda, welaut sad 
cattails; no water seca 
42 Big Johnamic T. 16.5 N., R. 15 W., sec. 33, 0008 Aarial check, 9-10-97; 
Spring SEY%NE (Diemond Jos Peak) cottoawood seea; 20 water 
43 | Prickly Peer T. 16 N., R. 15 W., sec. 7, 0051 Senall seep below rock dike im 
Spring NWNE (Beecher Canyon) side canyon to Tompkins 
Canyon; 1/8 gpm Dow, 9-10-97 
“4 Little Willie T. 16 N., R. 15 W., sec. 9, 0051 Undeveloped spring in drainage 
Spnag NWSW (Beecher Canyon) headwaters, act field verified 
4S Bar F-L T. 17 N., R. 16 W., sec. 23, 0051 Pipeline crosses $4 %4 1/2, sec. 
Pigeiine, NESW (Creamery Canyon) 23; fed by Bar 1-L well in sec. 
Tank sod 19, T. 17 N., R. 1S W.; 
Trough roceatly rwworked pipeline ia 
good shape; feeds cisculer 
storage tank with meoco cover 
end rectaguir wongh 























T. 17 N., R. 15 W., esc. 31, - 
SBY“NBM (Creamery Canyon) 





T. 17N., R. 16 W., esc. 25, 
$% (Creamery Canyon) 





T. 17N., R. 16 W., esc. 27, 
SBMSEK (Creamery Canyoa) 





T. 17N., R. 1S W., sec. 17, 
NWSE (Creamery Caayoa) 





T. 17N., R. 15 W., sec. 19, 
NEY“NW% (Creamery Canyoa) 





T. 16.5 N., R. 16 W., sec. 21, N% 


(Creamery Canyon) 





T. 16.5 N., R. 16 W., sec. 19, 
SESE (Creamery Canyon) 





31 


T. 16 N., R. 15 W., esc. 21, 
SEMNW (Beecher Canyon) 





T. 14N., R. 14 W., sec. 17, 
NWSW (Dutch Plat SE) 


Fipokas fires Banks Well on 
peivate lead in soc. 13, T. 14 
N., R. 15 W. feeds ciscular 
wough in corral in Sec. 17; 
trough im good shape end tell of 
water, pipeline from trough to 
Coyots Well, redone in 1995, a 
good snage 





T. 14N., R. 14 W., sec. 21, 
SW%SW (Groom Spring) 





T. 14N., R. 14 W., esc. 27, 
SWSWK (Groom Spring) 














T. 17 N., BR. 14 W., sec. 11, 
SEUNW (Guasight Canyoa) 
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Sectien 31 
Weer Trak 


T. 148., R. 17 W., ass. 31, 
NENW (Beck Moustsias SE) 





T. 19 N., R. 14 W., ssc. 19, 
NW%SB% (Deen Peak) 





bid Brot 
Canyon Well 


T. 18 N., R. 1S W., esc. 11, 
SWMSW (Hibernia Peak) 





T. 18 N., R. 14 W., ssc. 7, 
NW4NEX (Hibernia Peak) 


0050, 0083 





T. 17 N., R. 15 W., esc. 19, Lot 2, 
SWYNW (Creamery Canyon) 





T. 17N., R. 15 W., sec. 19, Lot 1, 
NWYNW (Creamery Canyon) 


papelies also carves taak/wough 
in oc. 23, T. 17 N., R. 16 W.; 
afl tanks and weaghe in good 
condition, belding woter 6-25-97 





T. 17N., R. 14 W., sec. 1, 
NWY“NW (Pilgrim Wash) 


Well dzilled in 1950. 6-inch 
Gnmestet teal casing, with 
whadealll; water level saposted of 
20 feet, cuculer concests sovage 
tank and rows wasted wough in 
good chage eed fall of water on 
7-33-97 














T. 16 N., R. 15 W., ese. 33, 
NWYNW (Beecher Canyon) 











Haed-dng coaceete-fiasd well 
G.% 243 thet, water level of 
* 2 fect on 6-10-97; nn longer 
equipped wah windauil, pipeline 
wakes, wo coersets make in 
fear shape, mete! tongh in poor 
shape 













































































38-174S5 Ucmemed reservor T. 16 M., R. 17 W., asc. 16, $4 3.wW 0051 
SW\NE* (Buck Mountains NE) 
38-1785! T. 25 N., R. 1S W., ssc. 6, SBUSBY 3.5 3,.W 0019 
© (henc Mowateons SW) 
‘en 
S,W = Swockwatering cad wildlife 0019 = Cedar Canyon 
G0S1 = La Cienega 
© Théas surface weter filing would be retained by the 
BLM vader the equal appeateed valve slinrnetive 
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T. 178., R15 W., asc. 5, SWUNEM 
(Webeyems Peak) 


















































T. 178., BR. 15 W., asc. 77, y ~) coos 
NWYNW (Diemond Jos Peak) 
T. 17 N., R. 15 W., asc. 31, y ~) 0051 
SW'SW\ (Creamery Canyon) 
T. 17N., R. 15 W., asc. 33, 3 0051 
SWY%SW (Cocamery Canyon) 
36-28645 Hayeack Dew T. 17N., R. 16 W., asc. 27, 2s 0051 
(Senta Fe Pacific SW\NW\% (Creamery Canyon) 
Raroad) 
36-28647 Desch Fiat Drew T. 14N., R. 17 W., anc. 15, 2 0051 
(Seata Fe Pacific SW\NE\% (Buck boustems SE) 
Radroad) 
328609 Unneened (ake lower T. 16.5 H1., R. 16 W., asc. 35, 2s 0051 
Cow Crock) spring SE%SE\% (Creamery Canyon) 
(Semta Fe Pacific 
Resrosd) 
36 28650 Unmaesned (aka T. 16.5 N., R. 16 W., asc. 25, 2s 0051 
Banded Rock) spring SW%SW% (Creamery Canyon) 
(Seuta Fe Pacific. 
Raskroed) 
36-28651 Unnamed (aks Round T. 16.5 N., R. 16 W., ssc. 23, 25 051 
Valicy) spring (Senta NWY‘NW% (Creamery Canyon) 
Fe Pacific Recbrond) 
36-28652 Them* ‘2 Spring T. 18 N., R. 15 W., anc. 35, 10 0050 
(Seam. Fe Pacific SESW 's (Hiberme Peak) 
Raslrosd) 
%-28656 Plas Fist Spring T. 18 N., R. 15 W., asc. 7, NEMSEM ac 0050 
(Senta Fe Pacific (Wabaywen Peak) 
Rerced) _ 
36-78657 hMowstem Sade Spring T. 18 1., R. 18 W., ave. 11, 10 0050 
(Seste Fe Pactfic NW\NEM (Hib-raie Peak) 
Ratirosu) 
36-28658 Upper Bul Canryor Y. 18 #., BR iS W., ox. 17, 10 0050 
Spring (Seute Fe SW4NV' 6 (Wabarwe \ xh) 
Pacific Kadbroad) 
oe _— 
36 78659 Rive Tank Sprieg T. "9M. 2 MW, as A, 10 0083 
(Senta Pe Pacific Si. 4NWY Clr ore B=, 














a . 



































T. 18N., R. 15 W., sec. 11, 






























































36-28660 Bull Canyon (aka 10 0050 
Mid Bull Canyon) SW4%SW* (Hibernia Peak) 
Spring (Santa Fe 
Pacific Railroad) 

36-28661 Upper Pilgrim Spring T. 17N., R. 14 W., sec. 6, SEKSEX 10 0050 
(Santa Fe Pacific (Hibernia Peak) 
Railroad) 

36-28663 Hawk Nest Spring T. 18 N., R. 14 W., sec. 7, 10 0050 
(Santa Fe Pacific NWNEX (Hibernia Peak) 
Railroad) 

36-28667 Graveyard Wash T. 14N., R. 14 W., sec. 21, 10 0021 
(Santa Fe Pacific SWSE% (Groom Spring) 
Railroad) 

36-65735 Dead Horse Canyon T. 17N., R. 14 W., sec. 3, 1.12 0028 
(Byner Cattle NW&%SW* (Hibernia Peak) 
Company) 

36-66261 Right Hand Canyon T. 16.5 N., R. 15 W., sec. 33, 0.28 0008 
(Byner Cattle NE%NW (Diamond Joe Peak) 
Company) 

36-66262 Big Johnnie Spring T. 16.5 N., R. 15 W., sec. 33, 0.28 0008 
(Byner Cattle SE%NE% (Diamond Joe Peak) 
Company) 

38-28670 Haystack Tank (Santa T. 17N., R. 16 W., sec. 27, 0.9 0051 
Fe Pacific Railroad) SWY%NW% (Creamery Canyon) 

38-28672 Lower Tank (Santa T. 14N., R. 17 W., sec. 15, 2 0051 
Fe Pacific Railroad) SWNE% (Buck Mountains SE) 

38-28677 Coyote Tank (Santa T. 14N., R. 14 W., sec. 21, 2 0021 
Fe Pacific Railroad) SW%SE% (Groom Spring) 

$5-512981 Test Well (Santa Fe T. 14N., R. 17 W., sec. 1, (Dutch NA 0051 
Minerals) Flat SW) 

$$-§33577 Bill's Well (Anita T. 19 N., R. 14 W., sec. 19, NA 0083 
Waite) NW%SE% (Dean Peak) 

$5-611817 Pilgrim Wash Well T. 17N., R. 14 W., sec. 1, NA 0083 
(Santa Fe Pacific NWNW‘ (Pilgrim Wash) 
Railroad) | 

55-611820 Bar I-L Well (Santa T. 17N., R. 15 W., sec. 19, NA 0051 
Fe Pacific Railroad) NE%NW* (Creamery Canyon) 

$5-611822 Upper Beecher Well T. 16N., R. 15 W., sec. 33, NA 0051 
(Santa Fe Pacific NW‘4NW (Beecher Canyon) 
Railroad) 

55-611826 Stock Well (Santa Fe T. 17N., R. 15 W., sec. 15, (Diamond NA 0051 
Pacific Railroad) Joe Peak) 

$5-611829 Round Valley Well T. 17N.,R. 15 W., sec. 33, NA 005" 
(Santa Fe Pacific (Creamery Canyon) 
Railroad) 

$5-633 186 Domestic Well (Mark T. 17N., RK. 15 W., sec. 15, NA 0051 
Hannawi) (Diamond Joe Peak) 

$5-633187 Irrigation Well T. 17N., R. 15 W., sec. 15, (Diamond NA 0051 
(Daniel Wallin) Joe Peak) 














150 


















































$5$-633189 Domestic/Stock Well T. 17N., R. 15 W., sec. 15, (Diamond NA D,S Ons! 
(Daniel Wallin) Joe Peak) 
$$-645692 Hawk Nest Well T. 18 N., R. 14 W., sec. 7, NA s 0050 
(Santa Fe Pacific NW‘4NEX (Hibernia Peak) 
Railroad) 
$5-645725 Mid Bull Canyon T. 18 N., R. 15 W., sec. 11, NA s 0050 
Well (Santa Fe SW%SW (Hibernia Peak) 
Pacific Railroad) 
‘Vac “Grazing alloument 
S$ = sockwatering 0008 = Big Sandy 
E = exploration/geotechnical 0021 = Chicken Springs 
D = domestic 0028 = Diamond Joe 
I = irvigstion 0043 = Happy Jack Wash 
0050 = Hibernia "A* 
0051 = La Cienega 
0083 = Hibernia "B" 








NOTE: Only those water rights/well permits held by Santa Fe Pacific Railroad would be transferred to the BLM as part of the exchange 
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Appendix G 


Description of habitat types 


Habitat classifications are based on Brown, 
1994; Hall, 1979; Jones, 1981; Peck, 1979 and 
NRCS, 1996. The following are brief descriptions of 
habitats in the project area. For more detailed habitat 
accounts, see Brown, 1994; Hall. 1979; Jones, 1981; 
and Peck, 1979. 


Ponderosa pine-Gambel oak -- This habitat, 
characterized by an overstory of ponderosa pine with 
scattered Gambel oak trees, occurs at elevations from 
6,500 to 7,500 feet. Precipitation ranges from 17 to 
20 inches per year. There are 3,653 acres of mapped 
habitat in the project area. Of this, there are 330 
acres of offered/private lands and no selected/public 
lands (Map 6). 


Arizona interior chaparral -- This habitat is 
characterized by a mixed evergreen shrub community 
dominated by turbinella oak, point-leaf manzanita and 
silk tassel bush. Cover ranges between 40 and 70 
percent. The community, found within the 4,000- to 
6,000-foot range in the project area, receives between 
13 and 17 inches of precipitation annually (Lowe 
1964). Of the 123,536 acres of mapped habitat, there 
are 24,904 acres of offered/private lands and no 
selected/public lands (Map 6). 


Juniper-mixed shrub -- This plant community, 
characterized by a great variety of plant species, 
always possesses California juniper as the dominant 
overstory component. Bigelow's beargrass, rayless 
goldenhead and flat-top buckwheat occur commonly 
as understory plants within this community. 
Elevations range between 3,500 and 5,500 feet with 
10 to 13 inches of annual precipitation. There are 
9,251 acres of mapped habitat in the area adjacent to 
the project area (Map 6). None of the selected/public 
or offered/private lands fall within this plant 
community. 


Crucifixion thorn-mixed shrub -- This community 
is characterized by crucifixion thorn mixed with a 
great variety of shrubs. It occurs on hillsides and 
slopes, often mixing with chaparral species at the 
upper limits of the desert. It occurs at elevations 
ranging from 3,000 to 4,000 feet where precipitation 
ranges between nine and 12 inches annually. There 
are 31,754 acres of mapped habitat in the project area 





(Map 6). Of this, there are 1,817 acres of 
offered/private lands and no selected/public lands. 


Joshua tree-juniper -- Because of the varied contacts 
made with other biomes, Joshua trees may be in co- 
plants occur together in the project area near the 
upper elevation limits of the Mohave and Sonoran 
deserts. The elevations range between 2,400 feet to 
5,400 feet. Annual precipitation ranges from 9 to 12 
inches. There are 59,446 acres of mapped habitat in 
the project area (Map 6). Of this, there are 9,111 
acres of offered/private lands and 7,004 acres of 
selected/public lands. 


Paloverde-mixed cacti -- This community is 
characterized by areas of granitic boulder hills with a 
mixture of saguaro cacti and foothill paloverde trees. 
Also combined under this heading are areas of gently 
rolling hills without boulders where foothill 
paloverde is dominant but saguaro is absent. This 
community occurs at elevations ranging from 1,700 
to 3,900 feet with precipitation ranging from six to 
12 inches annually. Of the 157,692 acres of mapped 
habitat in the project area, 21,374 acres are 
offered/private lands and 1,446 acres are 
selected/public lands (Map 6). 


Joshua tree-mixed shrub -- Joshua trees and creosote 
is a greater diversity and abundance of shrubs, 
grasses and forbs occurring at the higher elevations of 
this community than at the lower areas. It occurs at 
elevations ranging between 2,000 and 3,700 feet. 
Annual precipitation ranges between six and 12 
inches. Of the 184,320 acres of mapped habitat in 
the project area, 11,370 acres are offered/private 


lands and 31,111 acres are selected/public lands (Map 
6). 


Creosote-white bursage -- This community is 
characterized by widely spaced creosote and white 
bursage shrubs on areas of low relief. Elevation 
ranges from 1,500 to 2,000 feet. Annual 
precipitation ranges from three to six inches. Of the 
70,209 acres of mapped habitat in the project area, 
5,705 acres are offered/private lands and 18,109 acres 
are sslected/public lands (Map 6). 


153 




















Semi-desert grasslands -- The grasslands within the 
project area are characterized by widely spaced 
clumps of galleta grass, banana yucca, buckhorn 
Cholla, snakeweed and catclaw. Elevations range 
between 3,200 and 4,000 feet with annual 
precipitation of nine to 12 inches. All of the 10,020 
acres of mapped habitat in the project area is 
selected/public lands (Map 2). 


Riparian scrub -- This community can be divided 
xeroriparian. These habitats are linear, small and 
occur across the landscape and through all plant 
communities of the project area (Map 6). Vegetation 
within the riparian/xeroriparian zones, although 
similar throughout, changes 10 plant density and 
diversity with changes in slope, aspect and elevation. 
All of the mapped riparian scrub within the project 
area is Classified as xeroriparian. Of the 26,248 acres 
of mapped xeroriparian habitat in the project area, 
1,328 acres are offered/private lands and 1,926 acres 
are selected/public lands. There are approximately 
10.7 miles of riparian habitat within the 
offered/private lands in the project area. Because 
they occur in narrow canyon situations, they were not 
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large enough to be mapped utilizing the base soil 
information. The riparian areas are Bull Canyon (4.9 


miles), Hibernia Canyon (4.6 miles), Beecher Canyon 
(0.77 miles), Cow Creek (0.47 miles) and Pilgrim 
Wash (0.01 miles). 


Riparian is described as “an area of land directly 
influenced by permanent water. It has visible 


banks are typical riparian areas. Excluded are such 
sites as ephemeral streams or washes that dc not 
exhibit the presence of vegetation dependent upon free 
water in the soil" (BLM 1990). 

Xeroriparian is plant communities in dry or 
ephemeral washes which support plants that are not 
dependent on free water in the soil, but nonetheless 
support a plant community different from that of 
adjacent uplands. These communities typically 
siipport a greater diversity and abundance of plants 
than the surrounding uplands due to greater water 
availability within the soil than the surrounding 
upland's soils exhibit. 











Appendix H 


Reservations, terms and conditions on 
certain selected/public lands 


Excepting and reserving to the U.S., Gila and 
Salt River Meridian, Arizona 


1. A right-of-way thereon for ditches or canals 
constructed by the authority of the United States (Act 
of August 30, 1890 [43 U.S.C. 945]) 


2. A right-of-way of the Arizona State Highway for 
a bichway, effective August 21, 1950, under Section 

' uf the Act of November 9, 1921 (23 U.S.C. 18), 
as to SE%, sec. 24, T. 17 N., R. 18 W., (AZAR 
263) 


3. A right-of-way of the Department of Energy 
Western Area Power Administration for a powerline, 
effective August 6, 1993, under the Act of October 
21, 1976, (43 U.S.C. 1761) as to E'A, sec. 18, T. 24 
N., R. 14 W. (AZA 12037) 


4. A right-of-way for a road to the Bureau of Land 
Management, Arizona State Office as reserved under 
right-of-way AZA 1573 pursuant to the Act of 
January 13, 1906 as to EASE’SW, sec. 6, 
NE%NE%, NE“SE“NE, sec. 18, 
SW%SW4NE%, EANW%, NW4SE%, SEXKSEX, 
sec. 20, SW4SW4NWK, NEKSWKSW SK, 
NW%4SW%, W'ASE“4SW 4, sec. 28, T. 15 N., R. 
17 W. and the right to enforce all or any of the terms 
and conditions of the right-of-way, including the 
right to renew or extend it upon its termination 
(44LD513) 


5. A right-of-way of the Federal Highway 
Administration for a material site, effective August 
21, 1996, under the Act of August 27, 1958, (23 
U.S.C. 317), as to lots 1 through 6, 9 and 10, 
W'ANE, sec. 30, T. 18 N., R. 17 W. (AZA 
29628) 


6. A right-of-way of the Arizona State Highway for 
a highway, effective November 8, 1963, under the 
Act of August 27, 1958, (23 U.S.C. 317), as to N'A, 
sec. 36, T. 18 N., R. 18 W. (AZAR 32972) 


7. A right-of-way of the Arizona State Highway for 


a highway, effective October 14, 1965, under the Act 
of August 27, 1958, (23 U.S.C. 317), as to 
E'’AW'AE', sec. 24, T. 17 N., R. 18 W. (AZAR 
35253) 


8. A right-of-way of the Department of Energy 
Western Area Power Administration for a 
transmission line, effective May 4, 1966, under the 
provisions of Subsection P, Section 4 of the Act of 
December 5, 1924, (43 Stat. 704; 43 U.S.C. 417), as 
to W‘ANE%, N'ASE%, SE%SE%, sec. 18, T. 24 
N., R. 14 W. (AZAR 35584) 


9. A right-of-way of the Arizona State Highway for 
a highway, effective November 17, 1949, under 
Section 17 of the Act of November 9, 1921 (23 
U.S.C. 18), as to W'A, sec. 36, T. 18 N., R. 18 W. 
(AZPHX 85838) 


10. A right-of-way of the Arizona State Highway for 
a highway, effective November 15, 1949, under 
Section 17 of the Act of November 9, 1921 (23 
U.S.C. 18), as to W‘AE', sec. 24, T. 17 N., R. 18 
W. (AZPHX 85884) 


Subject to: 


1. Those rights for a road granted to El Paso 
Natural Gas Company, its successors or assigns, by 
right-of-way AZAR 449, pursuant to the Act of 
February 25, 1920, as amended (30 U.S.C. 185), as 
to lot 4, SW4NW, sec. 22, W'A, sec. 28, T. 16% 
N., R. 18 W., lots 1, 9 through 12, 18 and 19, 

NW 4NE%, sec. 30, T. 17 N., R. 17 W. and EX, 
sec. 20, T. 18 N., R. 17 W. 


2. Those rights for a pipeline granted to El Paso 
Natural Gas Company, its successors or assigns, by 
right-of-way AZAR 4006, pursuant to the Act of 
February 25, 1920, as amended (30 U.S.C. 185), as 
to lots 4 and 5, sec. 22, EANWK%, SW4NW 4, soc. 
28, T. 164 N., R. 18 W., lots 1, 9 through 12, 18 
and 19, NW4NE%, sec. 30, T. 17 N., R. 17 W. 
and EY’ANE%, SW4NE%, W'ASE, sec. 20, T. 18 
N., R. 17 W. 
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3. Those rights for a transmission distribution line 
granted to Citizen Utilities Company, its successors 
or assigns, by right-of-way AZA 6839, pursuant to 
the Act of March 4, 1911, as amended (43 U.S.C. 
185), as to lot 2, W‘ASE%, sec. 22, T. 164% N., R. 
18 W. 


4. Those rights for a telephone line granted to 
Citizen Utilities Rural Company, its successors or 
assigns, by right-of-way AZA 7475, pursuant to the 
Act of October 21, 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1761) as to 
WE, sec. 24, T. 17 N., R., 18 W. and WAW', 
sec. 36, T. i8 N., R. 18 W. 


5. Those rights for a pipeline granted to El Paso 
Natural Gas Company, its successors or assigns, by 
right-of-way AZAR 12967, pursuant to the Act of 
February 25, 1920, as amended (30 U.S.C. 185), as 
to lot 4, SW4NW, sec. 22, EANW%, 
SW4NWK, NW4SW, sec. 28, T. 1644 N., R. 18 
W., lots 1, 9, 10, 12, 18 and 19, NW4NE, sec. 
30, T. 17 N., R. 17 W., EANE%, SW4NE%, 
W'ASE, sec. 20, T. 18 N., R. 17 W. 


6. Those rights for a road granted to the Mohave 
County Board of Supervisors, its successors or 
assigns, by right-of-way AZA 17494, pursuant to the 
Act of October 21, 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1761) as to lot 
1, BABUSEX, sec. 24, WAWAW'ANW 4, sec. 
36, T. 16 N., R. 18 W. 


7. Those rights for a road granted to the Mohave 
County Board of Supervisors, its successors or 
assigns, by right-of-way AZA 17928, pursuant to the 
Act of October 21, 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1761) as to 
WANWY4NWK, WASWKNWK, WAWASW SS, 
sec. 28, T. 16'4 N., R. 18 W. 


8. Those rights for power transmission lines 
granted to Citizen Utilities Company, its successors 
or assigns, by rights-of-way AZA 18949, AZA 
20228 and AZA 20237, pursuant to the Act of 
October 21, 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1761) as to lots 5, 17 
and 18 and E'% of lot 20, sec. 30, T. 17 N., R. 17 
W. 


9. Those rights for a road granted to the Mohave 
County Board of Supervisors, its successors or 
assigns, by rights-of-way AZA 20913 and AZA 
24710, pursuant to the Act of October 21, 1976 (43 
U.S.C. 1761) as to SEMXSE“%SE SE, sec. 18, 
NE“%NE%NE“NE, E'“AW',, sec. 30, T. 24N., 
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R. 14 W. and NW%, NE“4SW%, SE%, sec. 12, T. 
24 N., R. 15 W. 


10. Those rights for a natural gas pipeline granted to 
El Paso Natural Gas Compuny, its successors or 
assins, by right-of-way AZA 24993, pursuant to the 
Act of February 25, 1920, as amended (30 U.S.C. 
185), as to lot 4, SWYNW, sec. 22, NW4NE%, 
NE“NW%, SANW%, NW4SW, soc. 28, T. 
16% N., R. 18 W., lots 1, 9 through 12, 18 and 19, 
NW‘4NE4, sec. 30, T. 17 N., R. 17 W. and E%4, 
sec. 20, T. 18 N., R. 17 W. 


11. Those rights for an access road granted to Xmas 
Hills Ltd., its successors or assigns, by right-of-way 
AZA 25087, pursuant to the Act of October 21, 1976 
(43 U.S.C. 1761) as to SEXSE“SEKSE, sec. 22, 
T. 164% N., R., 18 W. 


12. Those rights for county road purposes of the 
Mohave County Board of Supervisors or assigns, as 
to (AZA 25272) the north 25 feet, sec. 4, T. 24 N., 
R. 15 W., west and east 25 feet, sec. 6, west, south 
and east 25 feet, sec. 8, north, west, south and east 
25 feet, sec. 18, T. 25 N., R. 15 W., east 25 feet, 
sec. 2, east 25 feet, sec. 12, T. 25 N., R. 16 W. and 
west and east 25 feet, sec. 36, T. 26 N., R. 16 W. 
Rev. Stat. 2477 (43 U.S.C. 932) 


13. Those rights for county road purposes of the 
Mohave County Board of Supervisors or assigns, as 
to (AZA 26187) NE%, sec. 18, NE%, sec. 20, 
NE“%NE, sec. 28, NE%, sec, 34, T. 15 N., R. 15 
W., lots 1 and 2, SE%SE%, sec. 2, NE%, sec, 12, 
T. 1S N., R. 16 W., SW%SW, sec. 16, T. 16 N., 
R. 16 W., lot 4, S'A, sec. 22, NWK%, NE“SWK, 
SE%, sec. 26, N'Y’, B'ASE, sec. 36, T. 16 'AN., 
R. 17 W. and NW%, NE%SW, SE%, sec. 20, 
N'%, NESE, sec. 28, NEM, sec. 34, T. 17 N., 
R. 17 W. Rev. Stat. 2477 (43 U.S.C. 932) 


14. Those rights for a road granted to the Mohave 
County Board of Supervisors, its successors or 
assigns, by right-of-way AZA 26187A, pursuant to 
the Act of October 21, 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1761) as to 
part of the NW4NWY4NWYUNWS, soc. 20, T. 17 
N., R. 17 W. 


15. Those rights for a fiber optic line granted to 
Electric Lightwave, its successors or assigns, by 
right-of-way AZA 27844, pursuant to the Act of 
October 21, 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1761) as to lots 4 and 
5, SEMNW%, NE4SW%, W'ASE%, SEKSE%, 

















0 


sec. 6, SW4NWK, EASWK, NWKSW, 
SW4SE%, sec. 8, WASWK, SE’SW, soc. 16, 
SW4SW%, sec. 22 and NE“NE, sec. 34, T. 15 
N., R. 17 W., BANE, sec. 16, T. 16 N., R. 18 
W., WUE, sec. 24, T. 17 N., R. 18 W. and 
WAW4, sec. 36, T. 18 N., R. 18 W. 


16. Those rights for a road granted to the Mohave 
County Board of Supervisors, its successors or 
assigns, by right-of-way AZA 28284, pursuant to the 
Act of October 21, 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1761) as to 
N'AN'ANW 4, sec. 30, T. 24 N., R. 14 W. and 
SW%4SW %4SW KSW%, SE“SE“SEMSE, sec. 4, 
NE%«NE%NE4%NE%, sec. 8, NE4NE“NEKNES, 
NW 4NWY“NWENWK, SWKSWKSWKSW SK, 
SE%SE%SE%SE%, sec. 10, 

NW 4NW KNW U4ENW 4, sec. 12, 

NW 4NW4NWUENWS, soc. 14, 
SE%SEMSE%SE, sec. 26, T. 24.N., R. 15 W. 


17. Those rights for a power transmission line 
granted to Citizen Utilities Company, its successors 
or assigns, by right-of-way AZA 28323, pursuant to 
the Act of October 21, 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1761) as to 
NW%, NE“SW%, W'ASE', sec. 6, SW4NW, 
SW 4, sec. 8, SW, sec. 16, SW4SWKSW, sec. 
22, NE¥NE“NE, sec. 34, T. 15 N., R. 17 W. 
and NE%NE%, sec. 16, T. 16 N., R. 18 W. 


18. Those rights for a road granted to the Mohave 
County Board of Supervisors, its successors or 
assigns, by right-of-way AZA 28506, pursuant to the 
Act of October 21, 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1761) as to 
south 42 feet, sec. 28, south 42 feet of the east 5,000 
feet, sec. 30, north 42 feet, sec. 32 and north 42 feet, 
sec. 34, T. 17 N., R. 17 W. 


19. Those rights for a road granted to Thomas R. 
Reingruber, its successors or assigns, by right-of-way 
AZA 28778, pursuant to the Act of October 21, 1976 
(43 U.S.C. 1761) as to lots 1 and 4, sec. 6, T. 25 N., 
R. 15 W., lots 1 and 4, sec. 2, T. 25 N., R. 16 W. 


20. Those rights for a natural gas pipeline granted to 
El Paso Natural Gas Company, its successors or 
assigns, by right-of-way AZA 28801 (pending), 
pursuant to the Act of February 25, 1920, as 
amended (30 U.S.C. 185), as to lots 4 and 5, 
SEYNW%, NE“SWK, W'ASE, sec. 6, 
SW4NW%, NASW, SEXSWK, SWKSE, sec. 
8, WASW%, SE“’SW4,, sec. 16, SWKSW, sec. 
22 and NE%“NE%, sec. 34, T. 15 N., R. 17 W. and 
B'’NE, sec. 16, T. 16 N., R. 18 W. 


21. Those rights for a road granted to Equity Capital 
Inc., its successors or assigns, by right-of-way AZA 
28923, pursuant to the Act of October 21, 1976 (43 
U.S.C. 1761) as to W'AW'ANW %, sec. 36, T. 18 
N., R. 18 W. 


22. Those rights for a powerline granted to Citizen 
Utilities C ‘its or ensigns, by tight- 
of-way AZA 29114, pursuant to the Act of October 
21, 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1761) as to EANE“NE, sec. 
24, T. 17N., R. 18 W. 


23. Those rights for a telephone cable granted to 
Citizen Utilities Rural Company, its successors or 
assigns, by right-of-way AZA 29521, pursuant to the 
Act of October 21, 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1761) as to 
E’“ANE“NE, sec. 24, T. 17 N., R., 18 W. 


24. Those rights for a transmission line granted to 
Citizen Utilities Company, its successors or assigns, 
by right-of-way AZAR 34052, pursuant to the Act of 
March 4, 1911, as amended (43 U.S.C. 185), as to 
WAW', sec. 36, T. 18 N., R. 18 W. 


25. Those rights for a powerline granted to Citizen 
Utilities Company, its successors or assigns, by right- 
of-way AZPHX 34352, pursuant to the Act of 
October 21, 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1761) as to WE, 
sec. 24, T. 17 N., R. 18 W. 


26. Those rights for a natural gas pipeline granted to 
El Paso Natural Gas Company, its successors or 
assigns, by right-of-way AZPHX 86056, pursuant to 
the Act of February 25, 1920, as amended (30 
U.S.C. 185), as to lots 4 and 5, SEXNW, 
NE%SW%, W'ASE, sec. 6, SW4NW, 
N'’ASW Kk, EASWK, SWYSEXM, sec. 8, WASWK, 
SE%SW%, sec. 16, SW%4SW, sec. 22, 
NE“%NE%, sec. 34, T. 15 N., R. 17 W. and 
E'‘’ANE%, sec. 16, T. 16 N., R. 18 W. 





27. Those rights for corner crossings and road 
segments granted to Legend Land L.L.C., its 
successors or assigns, by right-of-way AZA 30290, 
pursuant to the Act of October 21, 1976 (43 U.S.C. 
1761) as within T. 14 N., R. 17 W., T. 15 N., R. 15 
W., T. 1S N., R. 16 W., T. 15 N., R. 17 W., T. 16 
N., R .16 W., T. 16N., R. 17 W. and T. 164% N., 
R. 17 W. 


28. Those rights for a buried telephone cable 


granted to Citizens Utilities Rural Company, its 
successors or assigns, by right-of-way AZA-30746, 
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pursuant to the Act of October 21, 1976 (43 U.S.C. 
1761) as to NE4 NE“ NE%NE, sec. 24, EAW, 
sec. 30 T. 24.N., R. 14 W. 


The land herein described as lots 1 through 4, 
inclusive, SAN, S'A, sec. 2, T. 25 N., R. 16 W. is 
subject to a reservation of all minerals as appear on 
record in Deed of Reconveyance dated December 7, 
1946 and recorded in Book 54 of Deeds, pages 355 
and 356, of the Official Records of Mohave County, 
Arizona. 

The land herein described as sec. 36, T. 26 N.., 
R. 16 W. is subject to a reservation of all minerals as 
appear on record in Deed of Reconveyance dated May 
2, 1939, and recorded in Book 53 of Deeds, pages 
255 and 256, of the Official Records of Mohave 
County, Arizona. 

The land herein described as sec. 16, T. 15 N., 
R. 17 W. is subject to a reservation of all minerals 
deposits and rights, together with the right to 
prospect for, mine and remove the same, as appear on 


158 


record, in Deed of Reconveyance dated March 2, 
1939, recorded in Book 53 of Deeds, page 238 of the 
Official Records of Mohave County, Arizona. 

The land herein described as sec. 32, T. 16'A 
N., R. 17 W. and WA, NE%, W'‘ASE%, NE“SE%, 
sec. 36, T. 1644 N., R. 18 W. is subject toa 
reservation of all minerals deposits and rights, 
together with the right to prospect for, mine and 
remove the same, as appear on record, in Deed of 
Reconveyance dated December 7, 1940 and recorded 
in Book 54 of Deeds, pages 350 and 351 of the 
Official Records of Mohave County. 

The land herein described as sec. 32, T. 17 N., 
R. 17 W. is subject to a reservation of all minerals 
deposits and rights, together with the right to 
prospect for, mine and remove the same, as appear on 
record, in Deed of Reconveyance dated December 7, 
1940, recorded in Book 54 of Deeds, pages 351 and 
352 of the Official Records of Mohave County, 
Arizona. 














Appendix | 


Calculation of habitat units 


Habitat unit table 


development 

Habitat units were used as an objective unit of 
measure to compare the alternatives for each species 
selected for evaluation. Generally, the more habitat 
units, the better the alternative is for the evaluated 
species. Habitat units were calculated by muitiplying 
the habitat value and the acreage of that habitat. 
Habitat units were then adjusted according to 
ownership pattern (BLM 1997). 


Habitat value 

Habitat value (HV) wes developed for each of 
the selected species, based on a scale of 0 to 1.0. 
Habitats were ranked based on apparent value to the 
evaluated species (optimal habitat ranks 1.0). These 
scales were developed on a best-case scenario from 
the perspective of long-term species viability and 
conservation. Consequently, habitat value scales 
were developed using solid public land ownership, 
where federal land managers are mandated to manage 
public lands for multiple use which includes wildlife 
conservation (BLM 1997). 


Ownership pattern 

For the proposed action, the lands within the 
project area would go into blocked ownership 
("Public land -- blocked" and “Private land -- 
blocked"). For the no action alternative, the lands 
within the project area would remain in a 


checkerboard or mixed ownership pattern ("Public 
land -- checkerboard" and “Private land — 
checkerboard"). 

Prior to final calculation of habitat units, 
consideration of the resulting land ownership pattern 
impacts to each of the selected species was evaluated. 
For each species, habitat value scales were developed 
for solid public land ownership. Because of both the 
potential for real estate development and the reduced 
capability for conservation management on nonfederal 
lands (sce previous section on land ownership 
patterns), solid private and checkerboard land 
ownership patterns resulting from the alternatives 
were assigned reduced habitat unit values based on 
reduction of available habitat, increase in human 


Abbreviations used in the 
tables 


Chap -- Arizona interior chaparral 
CreoBur -- Creosote-white bursage 
CruxMix -- Crucifixion thorn-mixed shrub 
DGrass -- Semi-desert grassland 

JoshMix -- Joshua tree-mixed shrub 
JoshJun -- Joshua tree-juniper 

PaloCac -- Paloverde-mixed cacti 
PineOak - Ponderosa pine-Gambel oak 
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21,374 330 acres 1,817 24,904 47,066 
blocked (habitat acres x acres x acres x acres x x0.8 = acres x acres x 
units) 0.2= 0.3 = 0.6 = 0.6 = 264 0.85 = 0.9 = 
1,141 3,411 5,467 12,824 1,545 22,414 
Private lands -- 18,109 10,020 31,111 11,370 1,446 0 0 0 (22,649) - 
blocked acres x acres x actes x acres x acres x (0.75) 




















































































































A ae i en a ned 





























5,705 acres x 0.2 = 0 11,370 9,111 21,374 330 acres 1,817 24,904 37,350 
1,141 acres x acres x acres x x 0.1 = 33 acres x acres x 0.3 

0.6= 0.6= 0.7= 0.3= = 7,471 

6,822 5,467 14,962 1,454 
Private lands 18,109 10,020 32,111 11,370 1,446 0 0 0 (26,989) - 
blocked (habitat acres x acres x acres x acres x acres X (0.40) 
units) 0.2= 0.3= 0.6= 0.6= 0.7 = (26,989) 

3,622 3,006 18,667 682 1,012 =16,193 

Total habitat units $3,543 
































Private lands 5,705 0 11,370 9,111 21,374 330 acres 1,817 24,904 37,350 - (0.30) 

checkerboard acres x acres x acres x acres x x0.1= acres x acres x (37,350) = 
0.2= 0.6= 0.6= 0.7= 33 0.8= 0.3= 26,145 
1,141 6,822 5,467 14,962 1,454 7,471 

Public lands 18,109 10,020 31,111 11,370 1,446 0 0 0 (26,989) - 

checkerboard acres x acres x acres Xx acres x acres x (0.20) (26,989) 
0.2= 0.3= 0.6= 0.6 = 682 0.7= = 21,591 
3,622 3,006 18,667 1,012 

Total habitat units 417,7% 
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statiaat unite for the Husiape! Menieas velo under the prepesed aatien 




















Blocked public (330 acres) x (1.0) = (179.2 acres) x (0.1) 347.92 
(habitat units) 330 17.92 
Total habitat units 347.92 
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Private lands (330 acres) x (1.0) = (179.2 acres) x (0.1) = (347.92) - (0.95) 
checkerboard 330 17.92 (347.92) = 7.9 
(habitat units) 

Total habitat units 17.4 
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Blocked public (330 acres) x (0.6) (179.2 acres) x (0.1) = 215.9 
lands (habitat units) 198 17.92 
Total habitat units 215.9 
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Private lands (330 acres) x (0.6) (179.2 acres) x (0.1) = (367.72) - (0.95) 
checkerboard 330 17.92 (367.72) = 18.4 
Total habitat units 18.4 
































Habitat units for the Sonoran desert tortoise under the proposed action sitemative 


























Blocked private 0 0* (58,880) acres x 14,720 
lands (0.25) = 14,720 
Blocked public (19,840 acres) x (51,200) acres x 32,640 
lands (1.00) = 19,840 (0.25) = 12,800 

* 
Total habitat units 47,360 





























Public lands (6,400 acres) x (52,480 acres) x 17,920 
checkerboard (0.75) = 4,800 (0.25) = 13,120 
habitat units (acres 
x HV) 
Private lands (640 acres) x (19,200 acres) x (51,200 acres) x 27,840 
checkerboard (1.00) = 640 (0.75) = 14,400 (0.25) = 12,800 
habitat units (acres 
x HV) 
45,760 
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White-margined penstemon 


To rate habitat quality, three levels of plant 
density were used; high-quality (I) habitat contained 
either large patches of white-margined penstemon or 
consistent occurrences of scattered plants on sandy 


more widely scattered plants on sandy loam uplands 
and low-quality (III) habitat only contained widely 
scattered plants. 











Habitat units for the white margned penstemon under the proposed ection sttemetve 
























Blocked private habitat units 480 x 1.00 = 1,835 x 0.75 = 1,420 x 0.25 = 2,211 - 0.80 
(acres x HV) 480 1,376 355 (2,211) = 442 
Blocked federal habitat units 980 x 1.00 = 60 x 0.75 = 45 0 1,025 
(acres x HV) 980 

Total habitat units 1,467 
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ARR ctasesepast re aceet et Le 2 oe oe od 
Blocked private habitat units 480 x 1.00 = 1,735 x 0.75 = 1,360 x 0.25 = 2,121 - 0.80 
(acres x HV) 480 1,301 340 (2,121) = 424 
Blocked federal habitat units 980 x 1.00 = 60 x 0.75 = 45 0 1,025 
(acres x HV) 980 
Total habitat units 1,449 















































Public lands checkerboard habitat 480 x 1.00 = 1,835 x 0.75 = 1,420 x 0.25 = 2,211 - 0.40 
units (acres x HV) 480 1,376 355 (2,211) = 1,326 
Private lands checkerboard 980 x 1.00 = 60 x 0.75 = 45 0 1,025 - 0.60 
habitat units (acres x HV) 980 (1,025) = 410 
Total habitat units 1,736 
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Appendix J 


Proposed action 
The following range improvements are on selected/public lands. 











TO SESEESSESS ¢ SERRE eS ee 
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T. 15N., R. 15 W., sec. 8 Boundary fence 637 0021 and 0051 
T. 15N., R. 15 W., sec. 16 Pipeline 1121 0021 

T. 15N.,R. 15 W., sec. 16 Brush and juniper eradication 1190 0021 

T. 15N., R. 15 W., sec. 18 Cattleguard 704 0051 

T. 15N., R. 15 W., sec. 18 Boundary fence 637 0021 and 0051 
T. 15N.,R. 16 W., sec. 8 Pipeline 1514 0051 

T. 15.N., R. 16 W., sec. 18 Pipeline 1514 0051 

T. 15.N., R. 16 W., sec. 24 Boundary fence 637 0021 and 0051 
T. 15 N., R. 16 W., sec. 26 Boundary fence 637 0021 and 0051 
T. 15N., R. 16 W., sec. 28 Boundary fence 637 0021 and 0051 
T. 15N., R. 16 W., sec. 32 Boundary fence 637 0021 and 0051 
T. 15.N., R. 17 W., sec. 2 Boundary and pasture fence 218 0051 

T. 15N., R. 17 W., sec. 4 Boundary and pasture fence 218 0051 

T. 15 N., R. 17 W., sec. 6 Boundary and pasture fence 218 0051 

T. 15.N., R. 17 W., sec. 12 Boundary and pasture fence 218 0051 

T. 15N.,R.17W., sec. 18 Boundary and pasture fence 218 0051 

T. 15 N., R. 17 W., sec. 24 Boundary and pasture fence 218 0051 

T. 15N., R. 17 W., sec. 30 Boundary and pasture fence 218 0051 

T. 15N., R. 17 W., sec. 32 Boundary and pasture fence 218 0051 

T. 15.N., R. 17 W., sec. 34 Boundary and pasture fence 218 0051 

T. 15N., R. 17 W., sec. 36 Boundary and pasture fence 218 0051 

T. 15N., R. 17 W., sec. 24 Pipeline 1514 0051 

T. 15N.,R. 17 W., sec. 36 Pipeline/storage/trough 1514 0051 

T. 16N., R. 16 W., sec. 32 Pipeline 1514 0051 

T. 16N., R. 17 W., sec. 6 Boundary fence 1507 0051 

T 





. 16N., R. 17 W., sec. 16 Earth tank 1504 0051 
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T. 16N., R. 17 W., sec. 18 Boundary fence 1507 0051 
T. 16N., R. 17 W., sec. 30 Boundary fence 1507 0051 
T. 16N., R. 18 W., sec. 12 Boundary fence 856 0025 
T. 16N., R. 18 W., sec. 14 Boundary fence 856 0025 uy 
T. 16N., R. 18 W., sec. 16 Boundary fence 856 0025 
T. 16N., R. 18 W., sec. 16 Pipeline 2293 0025 
T. 16.5 N., R. 17 W., sec. 20 Boundary fence 1507 0051 
T. 16.5 N., R. 17 W., sec. 22 Boundary fence 1507 0051 
T. 16.5 N., R. 17 W., sec. 26 Pipeline 1510 0051 
T. 16.5 N., R. 17 W., sec. 26 Corral/trough 1512 0051 
T. 16.5 N., R. 17 W., sec. 30 Boundary fence 1507 0051 
T. 16.5 N., R. 18 W., sec. 22 Boundary fence 861 0025 
T. 16.5 N., R. 18 W., sec. 24 Boundary fence 861 0025 
T. 17N., R. 17 W., sec. 20 Pipeline 866 0043 
T. 18N., R. 17 W., sec. 30 Trough 4711 0011 
T. 18N., R. 18 W., sec. 36 Boundary fence 466 0043 and 0079 
T. i8N., R. 18 W., sec. 36 Trough 4712 0011 
T. 18N., R. 18 W., sec. 26 Loading chute permit, no number 0011 
T. 24N., R. 14 W., sec. 18 Pasture fence 5620 0042 
| T. 24 N., R. 14 W., sec. 30 Pasture fence 5620 0042 
T. 24N.,R. 15 W., sec. 4 fence 1197 0077 
T. 24N.,R. 15 W., sec. 8 fence 1197 0077 
T. 24N., RK. 15 Y., sec. 4 Trough 1755 0077 
T. 24N.,R. 15 W., sec. 8 Pipeline 1037 0077 
T. 24N.,R. 15 W., sec. 26 Pipeline 1037 0077 
T. 24N.,R. 15 W., sec. 8 Storage 1761 0077 
T. 24N.,R. 15 W., sec. 4 Fence 1575 0077 
T. 24N.,R. 15 W., sec. 4 Pipeline permit, no number 0077 
T. 24N.,R. 15 W., sec. i0 Pipeline permit, no number 0077 
T. 24N.,R. 15 W., sec. 14 Pipeline permit, no number 0077 
T. 24N., R. 15 W., sec. 26 Pipeline permit, no number 0077 
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T. 24N., R. 15 W., sec. 12 Corral/chute 1759 0077 
T. 24N., R. 15 W., sec. 26 Fence 1567 0077 
T. 24N., R. 15 W., sec. 24 Fence 1167 0077 
T. 24N., R. 15 W., sec. 8 Fence 918 0077 
T. 24N., R. 15 W., sec. 10 Fence 918 0077 
T. 24N., R. 15 W., sec. 12 Fence 918 0077 
T. 25 N., R. 15 W., sec. 18 Fence 160 0077 
T. 25 N., R. 15 W., sec. 8 Fence 165 0019 and 0077 
T. 25 N., R. 15 W., sec. 18 Fence 165 0019 and 0077 
T. 25 N., R. 15 W., sec. 8 Earth tank 368 0019 
T. 25 N., R. 15 W., sec. 6 Fence 171 0019 





Equal appraised value 
The range improvements on selected/public lands would be the same as those under the proposed action 
except that the following improvements would not be included. 















































T. 16N., R. 18 W., sec. 16 Boundary fence 856 0021 and 0051 
T. 16N., R. 18 W., sec. 16 Pipeline 2293 0025 
T. 18 N., R. 17 W., sec. 30 Trough 4711 0011 
T. 18N., R. 18 W., sec. 36 Boundary fence 466 0043 and 0079 
T. 18 N., R. 18 W., sec. 36 Trough 4712 0011 
T. 25.N., R. 15 W., sec. 18 Fence 160 0077 
T. 25.N., R. 15 W., sec. 8 Fence 165 0019 and 0077 
T. 25.N., R. 15 W., sec. 18 Fence 165 0019 and 0077 
T.25N., R. 15 W., sec. 8 Barth tank 368 0019 
T. 25.N., R. 15 W., sec. 6 Fence 171 0019 





167 























index to the Hualapai Mountains Land Exchange Final 
Environmental Impact Statement/Plan Amendment 


Areas of critical environmental concern (ACECs) ... 
2, 3, 4, 13, 17, 27, 29, 55, 56, 58, 59, 65, 118, 121, 125, 126, 128, 132 


Allotment boundary oe aa - « « «+ 39, 40, 42, 44, 45, 66, 71, 124 
Biological resources . . «1 ww le lt lw lt le Se 8 A, 17, 25, $2, 59, 123, 125, 127 
0 i ee ee ee es SS lL 
Cultural resources «tis 2, 3, 15, 117, 30, 31, 33, 61, 62, 66, 121, 124 
Desert tortoise . .. 3, 12, ‘13, 27, 28, 29, 55, 56, 57, 58, 59, 60, 623, 65, 66, 125, 126, 131, 132, 163 
Fire. . . . . . « « « 3,11, 14, 25, 30, 52, 53, 59, 60, 66, 70, 74, 117, 118, 119, 120, 123 
Floodplains . ee ee ke . 3, 16, 24, 31, 32, 64, 65, 72, 120 
Groundwater. .. 1,22, 24, 48,49, 50,66 , 118, 120, 122, 124, 127, 128 
Grazing administration . . ... =. es ae es ae 9, 33, 34, 71, 121 
Se ae ee ee ee ee ee ee ee ee ne See 33, 66 
Mineral resources . *& * aoe 2. @ Be fee 2 Ee ee See eee 
i ee ee ce a a ae eer ee 

2, 3, 4, 5, 13, 14, 17, 29, 30, 49, 53, 57, 59, 60, 66, 117, 119, 120, 123, 124, 126, 127, 129, 131 
Ranching , ; ata . 1,2, 8, 9, 17, 31, 33, 34, 39, 40, 45, 65, 66, 67, 71, 72, 73, 120 
ee ee ee 3, 10, 13, 17, 22, 27, 29, 33, 49, 54, 58, 124, 131, 154 
Scholl . . . . . «. « « «© « «© « « « 3, 11, 25, 30, $1, 52, 60, 69, 74, 122, 123 
Scoping. .. 2, 3, 69, 70, 71, 72, 121, 123, 128 
Socioeconomics . _ ; . 43,11, 17, 24,30 
Soil erosion , 3, 16, 17, 23, 30, 31, 49, 50, 61, 62, 64, 121 
Surface water . 3, 10, 11, 22, 24, 30, 48, 49, 50, 120, 147, 149 
Vole . . . . «© «© « « « « « 43,12, 25, 27, 28, 29, 52, 53, 54, 55, 59, 121, 123, 162 
Yucca, Arizona. ltiwti(‘(<“N 3, 11, 17, 21, 22, 25, 27, 30, 31, 51, 52, 60, 69, 70, 71, 74, 122, 123, 126 
168 


wt U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 1998—773-088 / 29027 Region No. 8 





























| oo 


| 


(eer Swewey? A Vevey 


330 


qewreray § \Veerrsz 


(367.72) = 18.4 








Total habitat units 





18.4 
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| T. 15.N., R. 17 W., sec. 36 Pipeline/storage/trough 1514 1 | 
T. 16N., R. 16 W., sec. 32 Pipeline 1514 0051 
T. 16N., R. 17 W., sec. 6 Boundary fence 1507 0051 
Barth tank 1504 0051 


T. 16N., R. 17 W., sec. 16 
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T. 24.N., R. 15 W., sec. 4 Pipeline permit, no number 0077 
T. 24.N.,R. 15 W., sec. i0 Pipeline permit, no number 0077 
T. 24N., R. 15 W., sec. 14 Pipeline permit, no number 0077 
T. 24.N., R. 15 W., sec. 26 Pipeline permit, no number 0077 
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